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Major Positive Findings:
/

1. Title I prekindergarten students made larger achievement gains this
year than last year. In addition, they made gains that were larger
than the national average, and also larget than the gains of Migrant
and Title VII student With comparabla prctast scores.

..

2. Students in the regular Title-I progtam met or exceeded the prouam
objectives at every grade level except grace 5. :At gr s 52;:' an#F--8

gains were especially impressive. . ,

'

3. Low7achieving kindergarten and first-grade students in scho lwide
projects (with a pupil/teacher ratio of 15 to 1),made signi icantly.
larger gaits.than studentsin the regular Title I program.

Major Findings ReqUiring Action:

1. Kindergarten'students in Title I schools spent . en average of 4 hours

per dgy in noninstructional activities. This 'cepresents 61% of .the

total school day. By.comparison, Title I prekindergarten students
last year spent only -56% of the ttme in noninstructi nal activities.

2. While Title I prekindegarten students scored highe than comparable
students when entering kindergarten, they no longer showed an
advantage when they entered first grade or when they reached second
grade.

V
3. Observations conducted in kindergarten Classes revealed almost no

differences in the instruction of former prekindergarten.students
and their kindergarten.peers who had not Participated in a pre-

' kindergarten program. This finding may partially account for
the failure of prekindergarten students to maintain their
achievement advantage when they reach higher grade levels.

4.
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Other Findings of Inter

The Title 1 prekindergarten classes thik'year had 16 students

pericless and,did not have a teacher aidt. In previous years,

each class pad 20 students and a teacher aide. The higher gains

of theli981-82 Title I prekindergarten students lend support.

tO local' and national findings in previous years which indicate

that the use of aides .does not contribute to achievement gains.

Evaluation Summary:

ESEA -Title I is the largest of the federally-funded compeas-et,6 education ,

-programs. Its purpose is to provide. supplemental instruction in the basic

skills to-low-achieving students in schools with high concentrations of

children from low-income families.

This year's Title I program provided instruction to children in 28

District elementary schools, three nonpUblic schools, and'tour .

institutions for eglected and/or delinquent children. In addition,

Title I funded al or part of nine prekindergarten classes, and a

parental inv me component.

The results belo :re summarized by program components. Greater

detail.can be f .nd in the 1981-82 ESEA Title I Technical Report,

publication number 81.33.

V

THE REGULAR TITLE I READING IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM

HOW WERE STUDENTS SERVED BY,THE REGULAR T9,...E L READ'ING PROGRAM?

The regular Title Iprogram served students in grades K-6 on 26 campuses..

Students scoring at or below the 30th percentile in reading (or the 30th

percentile in language for kindergarten s'tudents) were eligible for

supplemental reading instruction by Title I teachdrs. Instruction was

provided in the regular classroom, in the reading center or or in

both locations.

Figure.1 compares the number and percentage of students served in each

location in 19797-80, 1980-84 and 1981-82. An. examination of the figure .

indicates that a larger percentage of TitZe I students"were served in -;

the classroom during 1981- '2 than in previous years.
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tr.
1979-80. 1980-81' 198142.

tab ' # 1778 2239 1169-
45% 58% 34%

Class 1853 . 986 2033
% '47% 26% 59%

Both # 331 601 257
8% 16% 7%

Figure 1. NUMBER .kND PERCENT '40-STUDENTS
SERVED IN THE LAB, CLASS, OR BOTH
LAB AND CLASS, ACROSS°THREE YEARS.

DID THE REGULAR TITLE I PROGRAM SHOW POSfTIVE ACHIEVEMENT RESULTS?

Yes, to some ext:Vit. The Title I program met or exceeded its ob4ectives
at every grade le\vsel, except grede 5. Because these objeCrives dre,
based on the 1980-81 gains of Title I students below the 30th percentile,
it appears that Title Tstudents this year gained More rhan comparable
students last year. The ilillm-ware especially greater than expected ae
grqdes K, 2, and 3.

Low,-achieving students in Title I schools were also'compared with
ldw-achieving students who live in a.traditional Title I attendance
area, gut who are no longer receiving Title I instruction as a result
of desegregation of their 'school. Figure 2 stows the gains for students
in regulaT Title I schools, students in schoolwide projects, and for
comparable students from former Title I attendance areas. These
comparisons revealed that low-achieving students in former Title I
areas gained more at grades Karid 1 than students in regular Title
schools. However, rhere were no other significant differences,

'between these two groups of students. Although this might seem to
indicate that there was no.advantage to students in Title I schools,
it'should be noted that spudents in-forger Title I areas marbe higher
in socioeconomic statUsr Thus, t4v might normally be expected.to.
show greater gains than students ins Title I schools.

".."1

Overall, the gains for students in title regular Title I program this
year are endOuraging, when compared with previous years. If the regular
Title I program was indeed more effective in 1981-82, it is possible that
this improvein nt 'is a resultof a larger percentage of students being'
gerved W-the e.ular. classroom, rather than on a "pullout" basis n the
readinelab or ce ter.

A44 asen\ \y
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1.1

.414

.70

4
I.

44 .60

El Regular Title
0 schoolvelcitt Project
ES1 Portlier Title I Are

Grade K Grade 2 Grade 3 Grad. 4 Grade 5 Grade 5

.Figure 2., AVERAGE GAIN IN tREADING GRADE EQUIVALENT FOR .L0141-ACHIEVING

STUDENTS IN THREtTYPES OF SCHOOLS. ,(Grade 1 not shown,
because gains are measured differently at that grade level.)

TITLE I SCHOOLWIDE PROJECTS

HOW DO SCHOOLWIDE PROJECTS DIFFER7FROM THE REGULAR TITLE I PROGRAM?

When the concentration of low-income students at a school exteeds 75%,

the Education Admendments of 1978 provided for use'of Title I funds

and supplementaljocal funds to be used in reducing the overall pupil/

teaher-t±S within the school. In a regular Title I school, teachers

funded by Tit e I provide services only to children below the District's

Title I eligib lity criterion.. These services must be supplemental to

the instructio provided,by'he classroom teacher. However, 'in a

Title I. sch olwide project, teachers paid from Title I funds function

as regular claslroom teachers with students of mixed achievement levels

. and a lower pupil-/4,e5Aber ratio. This lower pupilteacher ratio is
in effect for the entire day, not just during reading instruction.

Two AISD schoo14, AlliSon and Becker, have.had Titic I schoolwide
projects for-the last two years (1980-81 and 1981-82). Title I funds

and supplemental local funds were used to reduce the pupil/teacher ratib

to approximately 15:1 in these schools.
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WERE THE SCHOOLWIDE PROJEcTS SUCCESSFUL IN RAISING ACHIEVEMENT
OF LOW-ACHIEVING STUDENTS"(

Yes% at the lower grade levels. Figure 2 compares achievement gains
of students in regular Title I schools, students in schoolwide projects,
and students from traditional Title I attendance areas now in schools
without Title I services. At grades K and 1,.there was a significant
advantage for Schoolwide project students over students in regular
Title I schools, even though the regular Title I program met or exceeded its
objectives at nye grade levels. However, at grade.4, schoolwide
project students gained significantly less than students in regular
Title I schools. At other grade levels, there were no statistically
significant differences between students in...regular Title I schools
and schoolwide projects, although there was a slight frend for school-
wfde project students to show grearer geins than'students in regular
Title I schools at grades 2, 3, and 6.

HOW po THESE RESULT COMPARE TO THOSE FROM THE FIRST YEAR OF2

SCHOOLWIDE PROJECTSY

Last year, student in the schoolwide projects gained more than students
in regular Title --s-altoo-1,st,every grade level: .0n 'the average,

schoolwide projec udents that year gained two months more than
low-achieving students in regular Title I schools.

In 1981-82, however, the gains of regular Title I students were higher
than in previous years. Thus,-ftfhe advantages'of schoolWide projects
over a successful regular Title I program are clearly apparent only
at the earlier grade levels.

=Milk

PREKINDERGARTEN PROGRAM

WHAT IS THE TITLE I PREKINDERGARTEN PROGRAM?

The Title I'prekindergarten program consists of nine full-day pre-
kindergarten classes for fourryear-olds. During this fourth year of
the program; Title I prekindergartericlasses were located at
Brown (two classes); Maplewood, Norman, Ortega,. Rosewood, and Sims. ,

In addition, two classes, one er Allan and one at Ridgetop, were
funded 50% by Title/I and 50% by Title I Elgrant.

HOW DID THE GAINS OF THE TITLE I PREKINDpGARTEN PROGRAM,COMPARE
WITH ACHIEVEMENT GAINS OF PREVIOUS YEARS";

The Title I prekindergarten students continued to gain mole on the
Peabody Picture Vocabulary Testi(PPVT) than the average four-year-old,
and more than comparable Title I Migrant and Title VII students. The
gains for this year wIre also larger than last year's gains. Pigure 3
shows gains on the PPIT for the various prekindergarten programs across
the years. (Gains shown are for atudents who answered correctly at
least eight items in a row, to reach a "basal" sicore.)

tiLL
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AVERAGE GAIN IN STANDARD SCORES FOR STUDENTS IN THREE

TYPES OF PREKINDERGARTEN PROGRAMS.

WERE THERE ANY DIFFERENCES IN GAIAS AMONG THE THREE PROGRAMS
BETWEEN THOSE STUDENTS WHOSE SCORES WERE RELATIVELY LOW,
MODERATE) OR HIGH ON.THE PRETEST?

Yes, the gains for students with
differ among the three ptograms.
pretest scores, Title I students
Title VII students.

relatively high preteat scores did not
However, among students with lower
gained more than Title I Migrant and

WHAT DID.TITLE I PREKINDERGARTEN.TEACHERS 'SAY AB.OUT THE PROGRAM?

In an individual interview with each prekindergarten teacher, the teachers

were asked to describe their classroom activities. Title I prekindergarten

teachers indicated that they primatily used English in teaching their

class, and that the AISD curriculum was their main curriculum. ' The

Title I teachers also described using checklists to monitor individual

student progress, and use of stall instructional groups to supplement
large-group instruction.

In previous years, each Titie I prekindergarten class had an aide, although

the class size was larger. For 1981-82, the class size was reduced to
16, bu1 there was not an aide for any of the classes. Most teachers

saw many drawbacks in not having an aide. Several teacheis felt that they

could not supervise all the children as Well; the teaclier was not covered
in an emergency; there was no one to help with materials; field trips

were more difficult, etc. Nevertheless, achievement gains this year were

.greater than fbr last year, suggesting that the Zack of an aide,might

be merely inconvenient, rather than detrimentai to instruction.

vLbi.
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-DO FORMER PREKINDERGARTO STUDENTS CONTINUE TO MAKE GOOD GAINS IN
KINDERGARTEN AND BEYOND?

Results this year and in the two previous years have shown-that,the
former prekindergarten students entered kindergarten scoring above
their classmates. However, these students are no longer outscoring
their classmates by the beginning of first grade, or when they
reach second grade.

WHAT FACTORS MIGHT EXPLArN THE FAILURE OF PREKINDERGARTEN STUDENTS
TO MAINTAI4)THEIR ACHIEVEMENT ADVANTAGE?

Classroom observations of kindergarten studenti were conducted.to
determine if there were'any differences in the instruction
of former prekindergarten students and their kindergarten
peers who did not participate in an AISD prekinder-
garten program. The observations.revealed that 76%
of the time actually spent in formal instruction,was
spent,in whole-rclass instruction, or in instruction
received outside the class (such as art, music, or.
P.E.).

Thus, it is not surprising.that the only-statistically significant
difference between the two,groups of students was quite small: former

prekindergarten students spent an average of three minutes less per
day in the lowest level of instructional group. (Conversely, there

was a marginally significant trend for former prekin&rvcten 'students
to spend an average of five mintites more per day IA the hist
level instructional group.)

Although there are s6me disadvantages of individual o 4Dliity-grouped
instruction, it does appear that the current kindergarten program for
former prekindergarten students does not build oh their achievement
advantage. It seems important to consider ways of maintaining their
relative gains when these students reach higher gradelevels.

DID THE CLASSROOM OBSERVATIONS REVEAL ANY OTHER IMPORTANT FINDINGS?

The results indicated that kindergarten students in 7.itle T schools
spent approximately 95 minutes (25%) of their time in fdrmal in-
sgructional activities, 55 minu.Les (14%) in informal instructional
aPtivities,,and 240 minutes (617' in noninstructibnal activities.
The time spent in noninstruction was greater for 1981-82 kinder-
gartners than fbr 1980-81 prekindergartners, as can be seen in
Figure 4.
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FORMAL
INSTRUCTION

INFORAAL
LEARNING.

(28%) (16%)

RECESS,

SNACKS (77.)

LUNCH, BREAKFAST

(10Z)
NAP

(21%)

OTHER NO '

INSTRUCTION'

Total No
Instruction.. Total No

56% Instructiom.
61%

Title.I Prekindergarcen Students in 1980-81. Kindergarten Students in 1981-82.

A "Other Ka Instruction" includes transition C.1...e from one activity to the next, housecleduing act.4%dcies,
going ta the bathroom, 'passing out homework papers, lining up for lunch or music, washing hands, etc.

Figure,4 COMPARISON OF TIME USAGE FOR 1981-82 KINDERGARTEN STUDENTS AND
1980-81 PREKINDERGARTEN STUDENTS.

0

It is unclear whether or not the large petcentage of time spent by kinder-

garten dtudents in noninstructional activities is partially responsible
for the failUre of formeryrekindergarten students to maintain their
relative aollievemerit advantage. However, the District may wish to
consider a closer look aE.timg.use in kindergarten classes to
determine the reasons for and possible effects of the large amount of
noninstructional time at this grade level.

READING RAINBOW KITS

WHAT ARE RAINBOW KITS?

Rainbow Kits are a Title I instructional support program that consists
of reading-related activities fo parents to do with their children.
Each family receives a plastic file box to keep the activities in at
home, and the kits are designed to be sent home with each Title I
child on a weekly basis.

Title I students in eight schools'received reading Rainbow Kits in
1981-82. Comparable students in other Title i schools served as a
control group. This is 1.1e second year that reading Rainbow Kits
have been used, and last year they were piloted with approximately
one7half of the students in six schools.
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DID THE RAINBOW KIIS IMPROVE STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT?

No, at leas: not yet. . Figure 5 Allows the gains of Rainbow Kit partici-
G-pants and control students at the grade levels where significant'

differences were found. At two grades, the Rainbow Kit students did
significantly better than the control group of students; while at
two other grade levels, the reverse was trim.

Overall, there is no evidance, that students who received Rainbow Kits
made gmater achievement gains than students wha 2id not receive the

Hm)ever, parents last year reported liking the kits very much,
and it may be that the effects of participating in the program are
lOng-term rather than short-term.

Unfortunately, it was not possible to cotpare the gains of students
who had rece.ived two reading Rainbow Kits with gains of students
receiving n9 kits, or.one kit. Only two schools received the kits
for two yeais in a row, and the sample of studgnts who had actually
received two kits was very small. However, if parent involvement
in such activities continues to be of interest to parents and the
District, lonsitudinal followup of students receiving-the kits
should be considered.

1-0 7;
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1.064

,902
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rd' .40
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.4

Rainbow KI I
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Figure 5. AVERAGE GAIN IN READING GRADE EQUIVALENT FOR GRADE LEVELS
WITH A SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE BETWEEN THE GROUPS (RAINBOW
41T PARTICIPATS VS. COMPARISON GRQUP.)
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PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT COMPONENT

HOW DO PARENTS WANT TO PART'ICIPATE IN THE TITLE I PROGRAM?

A-surveY was mailed to a random sample of over 400 parents of regular
and schoolwide project Title I and Migrant students to assess their
preferences or ways to be involved in the Title I/Migrant program.
A total of 110 surveys were returned (27%).. The majority of those
parents who responded to the survey were mothers of the students (83%),
and the midority had previously attended a Parent Advisory Council (PAC)
meeting (86%).

In general, parents most frequently indicated a preference to work in
their childls school or attend workshop/training sessions as ways of
being involved in the program. Of those who desired training in
how to help their child, the most frequently mentioned needs for
training were in the areas of readirv!, math,disciplinary skills,
and ways to inquire about their child's progress.

WERE THE OBJECTIVES OF tHE PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT COMPONENT MET?

Figure 6 shows that two of three objectives of the Parental Involvement
` Component were met. Other findings showed that:

o Attendance at PAC meetings declined from 1158 last year
to 704 this year.

The number of PAC meetings held at AISD schools increased
from 71 last year to 89 this year. However, the number
of nonpublic school PAC meetings declined from four to
one.

Not
Met Met

I vi

I Vl

OBJECTIVE

A minimum of one parent training session for
Districtwide PAC members will be held during
the 1981-82 school year. It may be in
conjunction with the Districtwide PAC meetings]

A minimum of two staff development sessions
will be held hi the Title I and Title I
Migrant instructional coordinators for the
community representatives and/or the campus.'

.PAC contact persons.

A minimum of one parent training session

F.V1 will be held on each Title I campus during
the 1981-82school year. It may be held,in
donjupction with the local PAC meeting.
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I.
THE SUMMER AT-HOME READING PROGRAM (1980)

Title I offe'red a home-based summer reading program to about 300
Title I students during the summer of 1980. Two earlier evaluations
failed to find any significant benefits in terms of achievement
for students who participated in theprogram, when compared with a
control group.of students. However, in order to detect any long-
term achievement benefits that might emerge from their partici-
pation two years ago, gains of participants were compared with
controls again at the end of 1982. No differences between the
gains of the two groups were found.

PRINCIPAL INTERVIEW

WHAT CONCERNS DID PRINCIPALS MENTION ABOUT THE TITLE I PROGRAM?

A random sample of,egAt Title I principals waS interviewed in the
spring of 1982,And some commdn themes or concerns emerged from their
comments. All/Principals thought the Title I program was beneficial
to their low-achieving students, and most emphasized'the f.mportance
of communication between the'Title I and regular classroom teachers.

Some principals wondered about the need for separate instructional
coordinators-for Title I, and whether or not the functions these
coordinators currently performed Could be performed by regular
instructional coordinators for their school. However,'each of the
principals haa a great deal of respect for his/her particular. Title I

coordinator. In addition, all mentioned that they felt they were
very prepared when visits by the Title I monitors from the Texas
Education Agency occurred.

Two other concerns were mentioned frequently by the principals.
When Title I teachers are absent, there are currently no funds
available for hiring a substitute teacher. Also, there are some
scheduling and noise.problems associated with serving Title I
students in the classroom rather than on a pullout basis.
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Miscellaneous Document ABSTRACT

Title: Testing Students for Title I Eligibility-,ESEA Title I

Contact Person: iaren Carsrud

No. Pages: 43

Suannarv:

this packet Was developed to provide principals and Title I,teachers
with a single saurce of information for use in determining che Title I
eligibility of students in their 4chool. The document contains four
sections and five appendices described below.

Section I: Legal/Fiscal Requirenent

This section describes four rules which must be followed in identifying
Title I students. These are rulqs which trEA consultants monitar-duing
their visit each year.

Section II: Generalized \Procedure for Seiecting Students

This section suggests a step-by-step procedure for selecting T t
students which should satisfy TEA monitors.

Section III: Criteria for Title I Eligibility

The general criteria for Title I eligibility are listed in this section.

Section IV: Selecting Student Without Test Scores

Students who enter Title I schools without test scores come either from
another AISD campus or from another district. This 5ection describes

how .to obtal.n test scores for these students. A flowchart is provided

to simplify the process.

Section V: What to do About Students With Invalid Test Scores

Sometimes a student will have test scores that are clearlplmuch highe
or lower than the student's classroom'performance wouad indicate.
section provides a procedure for retesting those students.

Appendices describing testing procedures and norms for each grade leve
are included for use byoampus.personnel who conduct the testing.

1 6
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-Brochure
ABSTRACT

Title: Evaluation Findings in Brief: Title I and Title I Migrant 1980-81

Contact Persons: Karen Carsrud and Catherine Christner

No. Pages: 2

. Summary:

The information in this brochure summarizes data found in the 1980-81
ESEA Title I Regular Final Technical Report (ORE Publication Number
80.71) and the 1980-81 ESKA Title 1 Migrant Final Technical Report (ORE
Publication Number 80.40).

XV



81.33

Evaluation Design ABSTRACT

Title: EVALUATION DESIGN: 1981-82 Title I

Contact Person: Karen Carsrui

No. Pages: 28

Summary:

The evaluation design is a one-year plan of evaluation work for this project.
It provides a brief project and evaluation summary, the major decision and

evaluation questions to be addressed, other information needs, dissemination
plans, and information sources o be used.

The ma.jor foci of the Title I evaluation component for 1981-82 will be the
4ffectiveness of:

4F,-
prekindergarten-and kindergarten instruction,.

the'Title / Radi ImproveMent Program 7-(TRIP),

the Parental Involvement Componant,

the schoolwide projects at Allison and Becker, and

Rainbow Kits.

Whenever possible, 1on4tudina1
program mill be conducted.

examqnatiori Or tracking of students in the

xvL
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Technical Report ABSTRACT

Title: FINAL TECHNICAL REPORT: ESEA Title I 1981-82

Contact Person: Karen Carsrud

No..Pages: 315

Summary:

,

This report documents the'purpose, procedures, analyses, and,results far
each.information source used by Title I Evaluation in 1981-82. It contains
eight appendices, each of which is devoted to a single instrument or
information sourte. Each information source, in turn, is used in
'answering one or more evaluation questions, decision questions, and/or
information needs from the 198142 Evaluation Design.

Each appendix contains:

ft,

An-instrumen't description
Purpose for administering the instillment
Procedures used to collect the data
Analyses-and results
Figures presenting the data,

The technical

Appendix
,Appendix
Appendix
AppendiX
A.ppendix
APpendix
AppendiX
Appendix

report for 1981-82 contains the folloiqing- appead4

A: Peabody Picture Vocabulary Tess
B: Iowa Test of Basic Skills
C: Title I Service Report
D: Apbservations
E: PAC Records
F: Parent Survey
G.: Principal flaterview

H: Metropolitan Readiness Tests
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Miscellaneous. DocumLt ABSTRACT

Title: Needs Assessment for the Preparation of the 1982-83 Chapter I App.. cation

Contact Person:, Karen Carsrud

No. Pages; 199

Summary:
\

This document provided information necessary to the planning ofp,the E.C.I.A.
Chapter I Program for 198243. 'It is divided into four section.'

0

Section I: Ranking of Schools by Percentage of Low-Income Students
4Th

'This sectionof the Needs Asse ent describes in detail haw the AISD
attendance Irea were ranked byL eir percentage of low-income children
for the 1982-83 Chapter I application.

Section II: Alternate Ranking Frocedure

The Itle I gulation allow the ranking of schools based on econamic
de rivation t be altered to reflect differences in e cational.need.

s sectioh provides the altered ranking and exp,lans low 'It was
btained:

ectian III: Procedures for Determining Need Areas and ParticipafTubers

The tables in this section are used to determine the subjectmatter and
grade levels to be served, and alio to estimate the number of eligible
participants.at each school for virious possible selection criteria.

Section IV: Tables for the Selection of Title I Schools

Thissection contains foUr sets of contingency tablei showing eligible
,stUdents for various nudbers of schools served sand selection criteria
Chosen. One 8dt of tables usesthe regUlar ra ng of schools'(by percent
law incame), and the second set, of tables uses t e alternate rankihg of
schools. The.remaining two sets of-contingency bles show the number,of
eligible students (Using the.alternate ranking ofi schools) if the Title I
were to serve only grades K-2 or Kr-.3.

xv,a
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Miscelle.neous Document ABSTRACT

'Title: Information from ORE about Classroom Observations

Contact Person: Karen Carsrud

No. Pages: 4

Summary: 1,

The Office of Research and Evaluation did aver 50 day-long obse' ations
in kindergarten school classrooms in 1981-82. A brochure was pr pared to
inform school personnel about the nature of these Observations. The same
brochure with minor alterations was used this year. The brochure answeted
the following frequently asked questions.

1. Why are classroom obsevations necessary?

2. What training has the ob erver had?.

3. Will teachers have an opportunity to make commehts
about the observatiot,s? .

4. Who is the observer? How will the teacher know whO
she is when she cames\to the room? (Photograph of
the observer was provided in-the brochure.)

5. Will the teacher know when an observer.will be in the
classroom?

6. What have been teachers/ reactions to observations in the
past?

7. Is there a difference between the tbservations conducted
by ORE and those conducted by instructional supervisors?.

8. What is the nature of the ORE observations?

0

s),
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Miscellaneous Document ABSTRACT

Title: A Cause for National pause: Tit,le I Schoolwide Projects

Contact Persons: David Doss, Freda Holley

No. Pages: -48

Summary:

Recent Title I regulations have allowed local school districts to

.use Ti-t4e I fundc: to establish schoolwide projects to upgrade the

educational program for the entire school, not just for targeted

students. Austin used Title,I and local funds to establish two school-

wide projects where pullout programs were endea and the pUpil/teacher

ratio was lowered to 15-to-1. Evaluation findingS Showed that:

. The lower pupil/te,4cher ratio gave a meaningful boost to

achievement in reading, language, and math.

.
The project teachers had very high morale. They felt more

effective in their work.

The lower pupil/teacher ratio mayhave had more imRact on

the quality of instruction (less off-task time, better teacher

monitoring of work, earlier corrective feedback, fewer adults

with instructional responsibility for the child, fewer dis-

ruptions, etc.) than on its quantity.

The program is expensive.

Adequate classroom space can be a problem.

Implications of the findings for planning Title I programs are

briefly discussed.

Comments:

This paper was presented at the 1982 annual meeting of the American

Educational Research Association in New York.City.
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Miscellaneous Document ABSTRACT

Title: Some Lessons We Have Learned fram 6,500 Hours of Classroom Ot?servation

T'ersons: Glynn Ligon, David Doss

No. Pages: 11

S ry: .

Over the past five years the Office of Research and Evaluation has

conducted ovsr 1,000 systematic, day-long observations.of the instruction

of individual students. This paper,summarize8 the findings from these

observations. InfOrmation obtained'from the abservations includes

the amount of time studenLs spend in Various basic ?skills instructional

areas, the content of their ins;truction in those areas, the amount of

adult contact they have, the site of the group in which they work, the

amount of time th0 wdre off task, the place that instruction occurred,

and other variables.

Also included in the'Paper is a review of the literature which discusses

the recent research:tying instructional time to achieVement. In

addition,, a complete bibliography of publications documPnting and

interpreting the five years of in7classroom study is included.

Comments:
4

This paper was presented at the 1982 annual meeting of the American

Educational Research Association in New York City.
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astrument Description: Peabody Pictige Vocabulary Test (RPVT-R)

Prief description of the,instrument:The PeabOdy Picture Vocabulary Test-Revised
(PPVT7R) is a standardized vocabulary test of verbal ability. It is an in-
dividually administered, untimed test. The cue words given to the subjects
depend on their age and responses: younger children begin with easier words. I.

a child misses any of the first eight pictures, easier cue words are presented
.in order to establish a basal level of eight correct responses. Students who.do
not makl'eight correct responses in a row during the testing are said to have not
reached a "basal score:" Increased error of measurement is probably associated
with their scores..
To whom was the instrument 'administered?

To students in the Title I, Title VII, and Title I Migrant prekindergarten
programs.

How manv times was the instrument administered?

Twice to each student. oudents were randomly assigned either Form L or
Form M tor the pretest, and then given the alternat'A form for the posttest.

When was the instrument administered?

The pretests were administered between October 19, 1981 and November 3,.1981.
The posttests were administered between April 19, 1982 and May 7, 1982.

Where was the instrument administered?

Each/child was tested individually by a tester in the hall, in an empty
room, empty office, or other area the school made available for testing.

Who administered the 4nstrument?

The Title I Migrant evaluator, the Title VII evaluator, a Title I evaluation
assistant, or one of lour eX-teachers hired specifically for PPVT testing.

What training.did the administrators have?

Each tester was provided instruction in giving the ?PVT and practice in
its administration with several non-AISD children.

Was the instrument adminisrerad under standardized conditions?

Yes, except for variations in room location or arrangement.

Were there oroblems with the instrument or the administration chat mizht
affect :he validitv of the data?

None were identifiet:, except as noted above for students who did not reach a
basal score.

Who developed :he instrument?

Lloyd M. Dunn, Ph.D., and Leota M. Dunn.

What reliability and validitv data are available oh the 4nstrument?

The PPVT-R test manual provided extensive information on test development,
norms, reliability, validity, etc. Reliabilities range from .61 to .83
(split-half), and irom .7L to .89 (alternate forms).

Are there norm data aailable for interzrecinz the results?

Yes. Standard norms are provided.

A-2
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0

PEABOIr4 PICTURE V0aB1JLARY TEST

Purpose

The Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test - Revise0 (PPVT-R) was administered

to Migrant, Title I and Title VII prekindergarten students in order to

gather informatiO6--relevant to the following decision and evaluation
questions:

Title I

Decision question D4: Should the Title I Early Childhood
Education Program be continued as it is, discontinued, or

modified? If so, how should it be modified?

Evaluation Question D4-1: Was the objective of
the Early Childhood Education Program met?

Migrant

Decision Questioa Dl: Should the pre-K Instructional
Component be continued as it is, modified, or deleted?

Evaluation Question D1-1: Were the achievement

pbjectives met?

Evaluation Question D1-2: How do the pre/posttest
gains made by the Migrant pre-K students on the
PPVT compare with the pre/posttest gains made by
the Title I and Title VII pre-K students?

Evaluation Question D1-3: How do the pre/posttest
gains made by Mlgrant and Title I cre-K students
this year compare with gains made in 1980-81?
With gains made by Title I pre-K students in
1979-80?

Information Need 117: How many Migrant students were pre- and posttested

by grade level?

Title VII

Decision Question D2: What components of the program should be
modified to accomplish the objectives of the program more fully?

Evaluation Question D1-4, D2-1: Has the program

impacted English language skills?

Evaluatiml Question D1-7 D2-4: How do.children
in Title VII pre-K Compare in terms of academic
achievement with other pre-K Programs within
the.District?

A-3
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Many other questions about the PPVT data were included in the-Title VII
design and are answered in the Title VII Technical Report.

Procedure

All Title I, Migrant, and Title VII prekindergarten students were tested
--qiice during the school year on the Peabody,aicture Vocabulary Test-Revised
(PPVT-R). The PPVT-R was administered as a pretest from October 19, 1981
to November 6, 1981, and as.a posttedt from April 19, 1982"to May 7, 1982.

Since the PPVT-R is an individually administered test, seeral individuals
were hired to assist with the pre- and posttesting. They were given
training in administration and Scoring of the PPVT-R. PraCtice training
sessions were conducted before both the pre- and posttesting. With the
cooperation of the University Day Care Center, the testers received
actual practice giving the PPVT-R to young children. The practice testing
was conducted by the Migrant Evaluator, the Title I Evaluation Intern, and
all but one of the testers,

The PPVT-R has two forms--L and N. Both forms were used in the testing.
Half the children in each Class were randomly assigned Form L and half
were randomly assigned,Foxm M for the pretesting. The opposite form was
given to the child for the posttest. Therefore each child with both a
pre- and posttest has a Form L score and Form M score.

A memo (Attachment A-1) was sent in September to the Title I, Migrant, and
Title VII prekindergarten teachers to advise them of the PPVT-R pretesting.
Early in October, the teachers were called to schedule each of the pre-
kindergarten.classes ,for testing. The prekindergarten students were tested
in their own schools, and all testing was conducted in English. However,
all Title VII students were also tested with a Spanish version of the
older PPVT. These data are reported in a separate appenaix in the Title VII
Technical Report. Make-up testing was conducted the week after the

6regular testing, or in some cases, on the day following the scheduled
testing date.

In early December, the prekindergarten teachers were sent their students'
pretest results (see Attachment A-2) in the form of standard scores. Included
in Attachment A-2 is a sample of a class report of these results. Title I
prekindergarten teachers were also sent a summary of percentile scores.

On April 1, Title I, Migrant,and Title VII prekindergarten teachers were
sent a memo (see Attachment A-3) to advise them of the posttesting dates.
The teachers were assigned posttesting ttnes. As with the pretesting,
make-up testing was conducted the week after the regular testing.

The prekindergarten teachers received their classes' scores and class gains
just before the last day of school. A Memo (Attachment A-4) explained the
results. Each teacher was given comparison data for their program.
Attachment A-4 includes a sample class printout. The PPVT-R's were all
handscored by ORE staff or the testers.

A-4
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The administration procedures for the PPVT-R were followed very strictly.
Title I and Migrant teachers were asked to indicate which students were
Spanish dominant (or other-than-English dominant) before the children
were tested.

1

Analyses

The PPVT-R scale score was the unit pf analysis. The analyses used in
answering the evaluation questions are a series of, regression model com-

parisons. Models used in comparing the three groups are shown in
Attachment A-5. Children from all three programs (Migrant, Title I and
Title VII) were included in ale analyses f6r comparison purposes.
Regression information from the models in Attachment A-5 can be used to
test several hypotheses. Are the lines linear rather than curvilinear?
If the lines are curvilinear, is the degree 4c,curvature the same for all

groups? Are differences between the groups the same at all levels of the

pretest (different slopes)? Are there any differences between the groups

(different intercepts)? More information about the models and hypotheses

is contained in Attachment A-5. Attachment A-6 contains the file layout .

for the data file, which is file PPVTTOT on tape A020 at the University

of Texas. Attachment A-7 contains computer printouts generated by the

analyses.

Results

How do the gains made by the prekindergarten students compare among the

three programs (Title I, Title I Migrant, and Title VII)?

All students with a valid pre- and posttest score were included, regardless

of whether the children reached the basal level on the PUT. A comparison

of Model 1 versus Model 5 proved significant, indicating that the data

were curvilinear. Figure A-1 gives the F values of each model comparison

that was made. A comparlison of Model 1 versus Model 2 also proved to be
statistically significant, indicating that the quadratic component was not

the same for the three programs. Thus, Model I was considered to be the

best model for showing differences between the groups.

Figure A-2 plots the results from Model 1. The horizontal axis reflects

the Fall, 1981 pretest scores'on the PPVT, while the 'vertical axis plots

the Spring 1982 posttest scores. ..The Title I students are represented ty

a solid line, while the Migrant students are shown tryi the line containing

"X's", and the Title VII tudents are represented by a line containing squares.

As can be seen from Figure A-2, the gains for students with,relatively high

pretest scores did not differ much between the three programs. However,

for the majority of students who had moderate pretest scores, Title I stu-

dents showed greater gains than did Title VII students, who showed greater

gains than did Migrant students. Finally, for students with extremely low

scores on the pretest, Title I students showed the greatest gains, but

Migrant students made greater gains than did Title VII students'.

A-5. 28
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F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS-7THREE GROUP CASE

GRADE -0
TEST. = ACt-VALID
NUMBER OF CASES 323

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5--CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 44570.10976

SUM OF SQUARES, .MODEL 5 = 45989.4666

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 44570.10976

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 45903.07876 .

OF = 3, 314

DF =

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = '45903.07876
DF .

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 . 49629.51194

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 44570.10976

SUm CF SQUARES, MODEL 3 . 49629.51194

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, moDEt 3 = 49629.51194

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 = 52397.38028

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 67-COHMON. LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 45989.4666

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 - 49719.17978

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7-:COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 49719.17978

SUM OF-SQUARES, MODEL 7. 32837.22645

DF

OF

F = 3.333150946950587

(p < .05)

2, 314 F = 4.695436787723986

(p < .C5)

2, 316 F . 12.82631313037984

(p < .05)

= 4, 314 F 3.910973593483021

(p < .05)

= 2, 313 F 8.867527583024629

(p < .05)

I.

OF = 2, 317 F = 12.85413777952667

(p < .05)

DF = 2, 319 F = 10.00274835718539

(p < .05)

ure A-1. F-TESTS FOR ALL STUDENTS IN EACH OF THREE GROUPS.
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In summary, the Title I students showed greater gains than other students Z4/

at all but the highest pretest levels. Migrant students made.greater
gains than Title VII students at the lowest pretest levels, while the
reverse was true for those with moderate pretest scores, where Title VII
students.made greater gains. It should be ng.ted that the scores for all
students were compared tnstandardized national norms, on which no gain
in standard scores would be expected normally.

Hc;tx do gains of Title I and Migrant students compare with those made in
previous Years?

Zi

A Separate analysis on a more restricted group of students was performed
in order to combare the results with those of the previous years. Only
those students with a basal score on the PPVT for both pretest and posttest
were included in this analysis (N-= 236). In effect, this analysis reflects
the pattern that is seen in the upper portion of the previously discussed
Figure A-2 (includes mast of the studentswith standard scores above 40.)

As noted in Figure A-3, a comparison of Model 1 vs. Model 5 indicated
significant curvilinear effects for all programs. A .comparison of Model 1
vs. Model 2 was, not significant) indicating that the programs shared a
common quadratic slope. Comparison of MOdel 2 vs. Model 3 was also not
significant, indicating that the common quadratic slopes were parallel. A
comparisoA of Model 3 vs. Model 4 proved.significant)indicating that the
programs had different intercepts for this restricted group of students.
For this restricted.group, the Title I intercept has higher, followed by
the Title VII, and then by the Migrant program students.

Figure A-Cshows the res lts for Model 3. These results are consistent
with those of previous ye s, in which Title I students showed the greatest
gains. However, it should be noted that students in the Title I program
are not necessarily comparable i-6-Migrant or Title VII students, even
when differences in pretest scores have been adjusted for. Interviews with
prekindergarten teachers (Appendix J) indicated that the lack of an aide in
Title I and Migrant classes presented problems for the teachers, in spite
of the smaller class size.* Figure A-5 is a bar graph comparing the average
gains of prekindergarten students with basals across the previous three
years. Students from different program years may be systematically difterent
in various ways, however, and the'PPVT-R may show different patterns than the
PPVT in 1979-80 or 1980-81.

Evaluation Question D4-1. Was the objective of the Early Childhood Education
Program met? (Title I only)

In Figure A-6 are'the stratified expected gains for the Title I prekindergarten
students on the PPVT. The objectives were based on performances of 1980-1981
prekindergarten students. The percentage of students making each gain is also
listed. Although the assessment of these stratified'objectives is very
difficult, it would appear that many more students than,expected made gains of
21 standard score points, and that fewer students than expected made small
gains.

*All Title VII classes did have full-time aides.

A-8,
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F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS-THREE GROUP CASE

1

GRADE . 0
TEST . RESTRICTED
NUMBER OF CASES . 236

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5-CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 21770.45351

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 22578.33381

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2p-COMMON QUADRATIC' PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 21770.43351

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 22036.67708

DV = 3, 227 F = 2.807916212613003

< .05)

DF = 2, 227 F = 1.387953410392688

.(11S)

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLO ES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 22036.67708

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 22571.32015

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3-PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 21770.45351

SUM Gf SQUARES, iODEL 3 = 22571.32015

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4-EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 225.71.32015

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 23968.44325

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6-COMMO1 LINEAR SLOPES.

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 22578.33381

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 22889.12739

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7--COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF Nuns, MODEL 6 = 22989.12739

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 24270.56562

, 229 F = 2.777942939979772

(NS)

OF = 4, 227 F = 2.087654343035349

(NS)

DF = 2, 231

OF = 2, 230

F = 7.149237039642095

(p < .05)

F 1;582989339397061

(NS)

DF = 2, 232 F = 7.001002351448756

< .05)

Figure A-3. F-TESTS FOR STUDENTS WITH BASAL SCORES.

3 '2
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(IX

STANDARD SCORE EXPECTED ACTUAL
GAIN GAINS GAINS

21 or more
points 25% 33.0%

11-20 points 22% 24.4%

6-10 points 14% 10.4%

1-5 points. 7% 13.9%

0 points or
less 32% 18.3%

.9
Figure A-6. EXPECTED AND ACTUAL GAINS

ON THE PPVT FOR MEASUREMENT
OF THE TITLE I OBJECTIVES.
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When examining results for all 115 students in the Title I prekindergarten
program, the'average gain score was 14.40. For the restricted'sample of
Title I students who had a legitimate basal score on the-PPVT, the average
gain score was 12.42 (N = 94). Either of these comparisons to the
1980-1981 scores are favorable, since the average gain for 1980-1981 was
10.84 (N = 122) when only those students with basal scores were assessed.

The question,of whether or not to nclude students without basal scores
in the analyses raises complex issu s. It is likely that students without
basal scotes have more measurement e ror associated with their pretest
scores, and have more gaps in the guage ability' than did students

:with basal scores. ,However, thr e stu nts without basal scores may also
be the ones who are most in need of the prekindergarten program, and it
seems desirable to include them whenever a reasonable concylsion can be
drawn about the appropriate standard score for such chi1dr4. Figure A-7
plustrates the different mean gains that occur when the angIyvs are
conducted using all students, or only those with basal scores..
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT scam, DISTRfCT
Office of Research and Evaluation

September 11, 1981

Attachment A-r-
(Page 2 of 3)

TO: Title I, Migrant, and Title VII Prekindergarten Teachers

IFROM: Martin? t .na, Title VII'Evaluation Intern
Catherin istner, Migrant Evaluator
Karenersrud, Title I Evaluator

SUBJECT: ?rekindergarten Achievement Pretest

The Peabpdy Picture V6cabulery Test (PPVT) will.be used again this year
to measlire prekindergarten achievement results. This Will be a more recent
version of the ?PVT test, but the testing will.be-conducted in the same
manner as it was last year. The testing dates will be in Octoberduring
the period of the 19th through the 22nd and the 26th through the 29th.

Several teachers last year had very good success in getting high student
attendance and positive student attitudes on the day of esting. The

children were told about theiesting befOrehand. Notes were sent home
asking parents to be sure the child got lots of sled and came to school: on
the testing day. The children were very eager to participate andwere not
at all anxious.

Important,points to remember about tha testing are:.

We will be calling each of you later. in September
tb schedule a testing date

e . We Will start "testing whet your cla'Ss begins'
the morning and be finished before' lunch.
Each child will be ,tested individually and will be
out of your class between five and fifteen minutes.

A. always your cooperation is greatly appreciated. ?1ase T'eel f=ee to

call with any questions.

CC:KC:MA:lg

"-Director, Rasearth and Evtuation

APPROVED:
k2:

-711A
Assistant Sup erintendentfor Elementary Education

ct:' Anita Uphaus
Lea'Laws
Oscar Cantu
aermelinda Rodriguez
Anita Coy

Timy 3aranoff
Lawrence 3uford
?rintipals with Migrant, Title ;, and Title ?rie
teachers

Eva.Rivera
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Early Childhood Roster
Please 1111 in the blanks below.

Name Itirthdate

Return this. coPy 'to Joe Burleson, P.O. Bo* 79, AISD's school mail.
Title I will provide xerox copy for your records.

4 3
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Attachment A7-2

MEMO WITH RESULTS OF

PRETESTING

(Page 1 of 5)
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81.33
AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
Office of Research and Evaluation

November 11, 1981

TO: Principals with Title I Pre Kindergarten Programs
Title I Pre-Kindergarten Teachers

FROM: Karen Carsrud, Joe Burleson

SUBJECT: Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test Results

Attathment A-2

(Page 2 of.5)...:

Enclosed are the results for your pre-kindergarten class on the Peabody
Picture Vocabulary Test administered in October of this year. In an effort
to make these scores more meaningful, we have translatedeeach child's raw
score into a percentile store,.based on scores made by others 9,f his age
across the nation. Of course, like scores from any test, these are subject
to fluctuation. The scores could be in error by as much as two to three
percentile points in either direction.

Please tail us if you have any questions concerning the testing procedures
or a child's score. The posttesting will be done in April, 1982. More in-
formation will be sent to you about this next year.

Approved
(n

/
.Direct r of Office of Resea h and Evaluation

Approved:
Assistant Superintendent, Elementary Education

JE/lw

Enclosures

cc: , Timy Baranoff
Lawrence Buford
Oscar Cantu
Anita Uphaus

A-19
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S AttaChment A-2

(Page 3 of 5)
EARLY CHILDHOOD ION

. FALL' 1981 STING
PEABODY PICTU VOCABULARY TEST

The following scores are percentile scores of all the children in your class.
Percentile scores tell 'how each child scores relative to other children of
the same age across the nation. For example, if a child scoreS at the 40th
percentile, he/she scored better than forty percent of chn.dren in the country.
If he/she scored at the 1st percentile (1), then he/she scored better than.
one percent'of children.

SCHOOL

TEACHER

TEST DATE

STUDENTtS NAME

PERCENTILE PERCENTILE

SCORE STUDENT'S NAME SCORE

If there are any questiOns, feel free to contact Joe Burleson at the Office

of Research and Evaluation at 458-1227.

A-20
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Standard 'Score

I

nguage Lang)

)
Fall 198111 .

Attachment A-2
(Page 4 of 5)

Explanation Sheet-Peabody Picture Vocabulary Pretest

This is the student's score put.in a
standardized form for comparison purposes
with the.national sample of children who
took the Peabody in 1979. The national
sample had a mean standard score of 100
with a standard deviation of 15.

This is the language in which the child was
dominant according to the child's teacher
at the time of testing.

Possibly Invalid There is a yes listed in this column if the
tester t-the child's score' was not valid
fo me reason - for example - the child
would not speak at all..

If an asterisk is by a child's,scale score it indicates this is an extrap-'
(gated score. .Since scores,at these levels were not provided by the test

.

publisher,,we extrapolated downward from the scores provided to give you an,
idea of how your students scored relative toeach other.

In the class and program totals these extrapolated scores and the tests con-
sidered possibly invalid were excluded from the averages.

0

A-21
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SIANDARD.SCORE WAS EXTRADOLATED FROM AW SCORE NOT INCLUDED WifH TOTALS

STA4DAPO POSSIBLY
NA41 SCORE LANG Irmon 03 -

111 ' ENG

. ,

,

.80 ENG
16* SPAN
87 ENG
62 ENG
71 ENG
94 ENG
79 FOG
6? ENG I I

59. ENG
87 ENG
0 SPAN YES
69 ENG
17* .SPAI

76 EN
56

CLASS TOTALS 997
TOTAL STUDENTS 16 STUDENTS WITH VALID SCORES 13

CLASSAVERAGES 71?.69
_

4 8

ItTLF ! CLAss-TpTAL.8 648
ToTAL STUDENTS 9 STUDENTS-WITH VALID SCORES,.
TIT1F I CLASS AVERAGES 81.00

1F6PANT CLASS TOTALS
TOTAL STUDENTS.
11GRANT CLASS AVERAGES.

Tim- nROGPAM'TOTAL
1111 A1 STUDFNTS
TITLF I PROGRA4 AVERAGE

mIGQANT PROGRAM TOTAL
TVTII cIUDENTS.
P:IGRANT PRO5RA1 AVERAGE

149
7 STUDENTS WITH VALID SCORES_,

69.80

8673,
1,4
76.08

STUDENTS WITH VALID SCORES 114'

7471
1?1 STUDENTS WITH VALID scnitEs 102
71.2c
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81.33 Attachment A-3
'AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
-Office of Research ard Evaluation

March 22, 1982

Migrant, and Title VII Prekindergarten Teachers

FROM: Martin Arocena, Title VII Evaluator 14'
Catherine Christner, Migrant Evaluator
Karen Carsrud, 'Title I Evaluatot&e.,

SUBJECT: Prekindergarten Achievement Pretest

This spring the Peabody Ricture Vocabulary Test (PPVT) will be given ta
all prekindergarten students as a measure of achievement. This will be
the same revised version of the test administered last fall. Each
§tudent will receive the alternate form from the one they received in
the faLl. The testing dates will be April 19 - April 30 with make ups
May 3-7;

The testing last fall was a resounding success experience for the students.
Many teachers had 'informed their students, about the test beforehand. Notes
were sent home asking parents to be sure the child got lots of.sleep and
came to school on the scheduled test day. The testers were "extremely
pleasee. with how well the'testing went for each child, and.the children
seemed to-enjoy themselves, too.

Again, some important points to remember about the testing are:

We will be calling each of.you early in April, to
schedule a testing date.

We will start testing when your class begins in the
morning and be finished before lunch.

Each child will'be tested.individually and will be
out of your class between ten and fifteen minutes,

Your cooperation will be greatly appreciated: Please feel free to call with
any questions. We look forward to seeing each of you this spring. .

Approved:

Approved:

Direc r:th and Evaluation

Assistant Superintendent for Elementary Education

CC:KC:MA:lfs:

cc: Anita Uphaus
Lee Laws
Oscar Cantu
Hermelinda Rodriguez
Anita Coy

Timy Baranoff
Ruth MacAllister
Principals with Migrant, Title
.kindergarten teachers
Eva Rivera

A-23
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Attachment A-4

MEMO WITH RESIlLTS OF POSTTESTING

(Page 1 of 3)

A-24
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
Office of Research and Evaluation:

May 24, 1982'

Attachment A-4
(Page 2 of 3)

TO: Title a d Migrant Program Prekindergarten Teachers

PROM: Catherine hristner, Karen Carsrud

SUBJECT: Peabody Posttest Scores

Enclosed are the results from the posttesting of your students. For each
student posttested, you will find a-posttest standard SCW,d. If the student
was also pretested, he/she will have a pretest score listed and a gain score
listed.- For your students, their language dominance the time of pretesting
is listed.

For, each clais and each program an average pretest score, an average post-!
test score, and an average gain score were computed. These data for your
class and program are listed.

o

Please call us if you have any questions.

CC:1
Enc1Oure

CC: ita Uphaus
Os ar Cantu
Lee\Laws
Tim Baranoff
Prin ipals with Pre-K Teachers

. 7

APPROVED:

*APPROVED:

A atant Superintendent for Elementary Education

irecto;., ?-search and Evaluation

04 Aid ...a .4
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PEABODY SIANDARD SCOPE VESUITS 0.4 TITLE I AHD MIGRANT 65/25/82
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STUDENT STANDARD siNms LANG
MANE PRE POST GAII DOM La

64 qr q, rNG
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87 100 1? FHG
66 71 5

76 89 13
PIG
rNG

T1

106 109

97 FAG
92 101 11- ENG
S9 84 21,

118 92 4

FNG
ENG

82 93 11 ENG
SS 83 28 ENG
26 47 21 SPAN
73 93 20 ENG

STUDENTS PRETESTED 12
SIUDENTS POSTTESTED 14

CLASS AVERAGES .22AM _a1.12 STUDENTS WITH VALID GAIN 12

STUDENTS PRETESTED 114
STUDENTS PPSTTFSTED 122.,

I PROGRAM'AVERAGES UAW) 1112,0.19 _LA12s STUDFMTS WITH VALID GAIN 114

STIMMTS'PRETESTED 109
STUDENTS POSTTFSTED 116

NIGRANT PROGRA'i AVERAGES 12L4115 i/A67 -11'16 STUDENTS WITH VALID GAIq 109
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81.33 Attachment A-5

MODEL SPECIFICATION AND ANALYSIS

A series of linear models was used to make comparisons among the three
programs on the pattern of achievement gains., A description of each
model is as follows:

Model 1: Contains separate linear, curvilinear and group membership
components for each progiam. This allows for independent
curvilinear regression lines.

Model 2: Contains separate linear and group membership components,
but a common curvilinear vector. This requires the quad:-
ratic component of the regression lines to be equal for
each group, although the intercepts and slopes may differ.
for each group.

MOdel 3: Contains separate group membership vectors but common
' linear and curvilineat vectors. This requires parallel

curvilinear regression lines, although intercepts may
differ.

Model 4: Contains only a common linear'and a common curvilinear
vector. This requires parallel curvilinear regression
lines with a common intercept.

Model 5: Contains separate linear and group membership vectors, and
no curvilinear vectors. This allows independent linear
regression lines.

Model 6: Contains separate group membership vectors, a common
linear vector and no curvilinear vectors. This requires
common linear slopes, although the intercepts may differ.

Model 7: Contains only a common linear vector for each group. This
requires common linear slopes and common intercepts.

The following comparisons were made to test for differential patterns
among the three programs:

Model 1 vs Model 5: This tests whethei the lines are curvilinear or
linear. The results determine whether one examines the curvilinear
or linear cascades for the best solution.

Model 1 vs Model 2: This tests whether the degree of curvilinearity
is the same for each group; i.e., whether the quadratic components
of the regression lines are equal for all groups.

Model 2 vs Model 3: This comparison determines whether the slopes
of the regression lines are equal for all groups.

Model 1 vs Model 3: This tests whether the lines are parallel, in
effect making the above two comparisons simultaneously.

Model 3 vs Model 4: This tests whethen the lines are separate or
haVe the same intercept, iiven that they are curved and par;;.11el.

Model 5 vs Model 6: This teets whether the groups have ommon linear
slopes.

Mode1,6 vs Model 7: This tests whether the groups have common linear
intercepts.

In general, one firet makes the Model 1 vs Model 5 comparison. -If this
test is significant, one examines the next,four comparisons of Models
1, 2, 3, and 4. If the Model 1 vs-Model 5 comparison is not significant,
one examines the last two comparisons testing Models 5, 6, and 7.

A-27
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ESEA Title I

Appendix B

IOWA TESTS OF BASIC SKILLS
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81.33
Instrument Description: Iowa Tests of Basic Skills, 1978 Edition, Form 7

trief descri tion of the instrument:

The I'M is a standardized multiple-choice achievement battery.
Level 5 was given io kindergarten students to measure skills in the areas of lis-
tening (spring only), language (fall and spring), and math (spring only). Levels
7 and 8 were given to grades 1 and 2; respectively, to Measure skills in the area
of word aaelysis, vocabulary, reeding comprehension, spelling, math concepts, mat
problems, and math computation. ITBS levels 9-14 were administered to grades 3-8
with the test level for students in grades 4-6 chosen on the basis of their pre-
vious achievement scores (with teacher review). Levels 9-14 include subtests in
all the areas mentioned for levels 7 and 8, exCept for word analysis'. /a addi- .

tion levels 9-14 include subtests measuring capitalization, punctuation, usage,
visuil materials, and reference materials.

To whoa was the instrument administered?
All elementary and junior high tudents, grades K-8. Special education students
were exempted as per Board PoliAy 5127 and its supporting administrative reguNa-
tion. Students of limited. Engli h proficiency (LEP) were not exempt, but could be
excused after one test on which they could not function validly. Scores for stu-
dents who were monolingual or dominant in a language other than English were not
included in the school or District summaries.
How many tiMAls was the instrument administered?

Once to each student in grades 1-8, twice to students in kindergarten.

%hen was the 1,11trument ar414-14stered?

.Kindergarten students were tested the week of September 8-11. The elementary
schools- administered the test April 20, 21, and 22 to stUdents, in grades K-6. The

dates for the junior high administration were February 16, 17, and 18. Tests 'were

administered in the morning. Make-ups were administered the week after the regu-

lar tasting.

Where was the instrument administered?

In each AISD elementary and- junior high school, usually in the student's regular

classroom.-

Who administered the instrument?

Classroom teachers in the elementary schools. In the Junior high schools, the
counselor or principal administered the test over the public address system using
taped directions provided by ORE. Teachers acted as test monitors in their

claAsrooms at these schools.

What training did the administrators have?

,Building Test Coordinators participated in planning sessions prior to the testing.
Teacher training was the responsibility of the Building Test Coordinator. However4

teacher inservice training was available.from ORE upon request. Teachers and cowl-,

selors received written instructions from ORE, including a checklist,of procedures
and a script to follow in test administration.

Were there problems with the instrument or the administration that might affect
the validity of the data?

No known problems with the instrument. Problems in the administration are docu-
mented id the monitors' reports which are available at ORE.

Who developed the instrument?

The University of Iowa. The ITES is published by the Riverside Publishing
Company (Boughton Mifflin Company).

What reliability and validity data are available on the instrument?

The reliability of the subtests,'as summarized by Kuder-Richardson Formula 20
coefficient, ranges from .50 to .98, across sUbtests and levels, The issues of

content and construct validity are addressed in the publisher's preliminary
technical summary, pp. 13-15.

-

Are there norm data available far interpretin/ the results?

Norm data are available in the Teacher's Guide. The Teacher's Guide provides
empirical norms .(grade equivalent, P ercentile, stanine) for the fall and spring.
Interpolated norms are available for midyear. -National, large city, and school
building norms are available.

-B-2
'*?



81.33

a IOWA TESTS OF BASIC SKILLS

Purpose

Results of the Iowa Tests of Basic Skills were used to answer the follow-
ing decision and evaluation questions from the Title I Evaluation Design
for 1981-82.

;-
Decision Question Should the Title I Reading Improvement Pro-
gram be modified? If so, how?

EvaZuation Question O1-1: Were the objectives of the Title I
rending component met?

Evaluation Question D1-3: Did students served in the three
various locations (classroom, lab, or .both) differ in achieve-
ment gains?

Evaluation Question D1-5: How did the achievement of Title I
students compare with that of a comparable group of formerly
Title I students who had been in schools without,Title I for
two years?

Evalaation Question D1-6: Did 1980 At-Home Summer Program par-
ticipants show larger achievement gains,from April 1981 to
April 1982 than the matched comparison groups?

Decision Question D2: Should Title I scboolwide projects be continued,
expanded or revised? If so, how?

Evaluation Question D2-1: Were the objectives of the school-
wide projects met?

Evaluation Question D2-2: How did the achievement gains made-by
low-achieving students (30th percentile or below) in the school-
wide projects compare with the gains made by low-achieving
students in regular Title I schools?

Evaluation Question D2-3: How did achievement gains made by
high-achieving students (above 30th percentile) in the school-
wide projects compare with the gains made by.high-achieving
students in regular Title I schools?

Evaluation Question D2-4: How did the achievement gains of students
who had participated in a schoolwide project for two years compare
with.students who had been in a regular Title I school for two
years and participat.ed in Title I during one or two years.
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Decision Question D3: Should the Rainbow Kit project be continued,

modified, or discontinued? -

Evaluation Question 153-1: Did the achievement gains of. Rainbow_

Kit participants exceed thoseAaf nonparticipants in the control
group?

Evaluation Question D3-2: Do Title I students who have partici-
pated in Rainbow Kits at more than one grade level show greater
achievement gains than students who have participated in: a)

only one grade level of Rainbow Kits? b) no Rainbow Kits?

Decision Question D4:, Should the Title I Early Childhood Education
Program be continued; modified, or discontinued? If sO, how?

Evaluation Question D4-2: Do former prekindergarten participants
score higher than other students in their schools, when they
reach higher grade levels.

Information Need 12: How similjr are the results when the schools are
ranked for Title I el±gibilitin the,various ways poasible under the
Title I regulations?

Information Need 13: How many students in each school scored below
selected percentile points on the MRT and ITBS?

Information Need 14: How many students would be eligible for Title I
services for various combinations of criteria far campus and student
eligibility?

Information Need 17: Were the objectives of the Title I Program met?

Procedure

The Iowa Tests of Basic Skills were administered to K-8 students. Classroom

teachers administered the tests, although a standardized pre-recorded tape
was played over the public address system in each school. Teachers were
provided a script of these instructions, in the event the tape was not
audible for some reason. In addition, time was provided on the tape for
teachers to answer students' questions concerning the instructions.

A data file containing 1982 ITBS scores for students in grades 2-8 was matched
with a data file containing 1981 ITBS scores. For kindergartners, a file
containing fall, 1981 and spring, 1982 ITBS scores was created. First graders

had ITBS scores for only one year, because the ITBS was not given to kinder-
gartners in the spring of 1981. Thus, their fa,11, 1981 MRT scores were added
.to the file as a pretest score..

Because of some irregularities in the spring, 198f testing at Becker, "special
circumstances" codes were added to the records of some Becker first-grade
students for that*year, before the present analyses were conducted. The
procedures used for determining which children should have special circumstances
for their 1981 scores is documented in Attachment B-10.

B-4 59
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Analyses

The major, analyses used in this appendix were a series of regression model
comparisons. Appendix A (Attachment A-5) of this report discusses in
detail the models and coMparisons which were used. Briefly, the comparisons
test the following hypotheses:

Is the relationship between the pre- and post-test linear or
curvilinear?
If the relationship is cutvilinear, is the degree.of curvilinearlity
the same.for each group?
Are the regression lines for each group parellel or do they have
different slopes?
.If the regression lines are parallel, are the lines the same,
or do they have different intercepts?

In all analyses, students who were missing either a pretest or posttest
score were omitted. In addition, students with special circumstances
marked on either their pre- or post-test scores were omitted. LEP and
Special Education students with valid pre- and post-test scores were in-
cluded. Throughout the report, the dependent variable is the Reading Total
grade equivalent score for each student, except Al kindergarten, where Lan-
guage Total grade equivalent was used. The pretest at grades 1-:6 is the
previous year's reading grade equivalent, except for first graders, where
the MRT pre-reading composite raw score was used.

Results

Results are presented below for each evaluation question or information need.

Evaluation Question D1-1 (and Information Need 17): Were the objectives
of the Title I reading component met?

Objectives for the program were measured by assessing the gains of students
who were served by Title I on both Fall and SpringService Reports.- For
grades 2-6, percentile gains were measured from spring, 1981 to spring, 1982.
For kindergartners, gains were measured from fall, 1981 to spring, 1982,
while objectives for first grade were specified in terms of the percentage
of students who would reach each of various grade-equivalent criteria'.

Attadhment B-1 gives the objectives for the program, along with the per-
centage of students who met the objectives, for each grade level. Although
it is difficult to assess these stratified objectives, one way of examining
them is to note the percentage.of students who actually showed normal gains
or less, compared with the percentage of students expected to show normal
gain or less: In general, at grades K, 2, and 3 a much larger than expected
percentage of students showed greater than normal gains. At grades 1, 4,
and 6, student gains were approximately the same as expected.- At grade 5,
gains were slightly lower than expected. Attachment B-11 shOws results on
the objectives for students who were served by the Title I program on either

GO

B-5
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the Fall or Spring Service Report. Resu ts are similar to those for stu-

dents served on both reports.
A

Because the objectiveS were based:on perfortiinceof Title I students below

the 30th percentile the previous year, exceeding the' stated objectives at

grades K, 2 and 3 may-indicate an improved program at those levels.

Evaluation Question D2-1 (and. Information Need 17): Were the objectives of

the schoolwide projects met?

Attachment B-2 shows the actual and expected gaine of students in Allison

and Becker. The objectives were based on the large student gains found for

1980-81 and, thus, are quite difficult to meet. At both Allison and Becker,

the objectives appear to have been met or exceeded at grades K. Allison

also met or exceeded their objectives at grade 1. However, at other grade

levels the objectives were not met. Apparently, the large student gains in

1980-81 resulted in objectives that were difficult to meet in 1981-82;

It is difficult to compare the two types of Title I programs (regular vs.

schoolwide projectes) on the basis of these stratified objectives. First,

the objectives for schoolwide projects were much more difficult than for the

regular Title I program. Second, the students in the two programs are not

necessarily comparable. However, it may be useful to compare how well the

two programs succeeded in raising students achievement to levels where they

exited from the Title I program (above the 30th percentile).

Figure B-1 shows the number of students in schor- projects and the regular

Title I program who would be eligible to exit a ,
:h grade level. At grades

K-3 and 5-6, the percentage of formerly low-ach: Ag students who now score

high enough to exit the Title.I program was greater for the schoolwide proj-

ects than for the regular Title I program. This advantage.for schoolwide

project students was greatest at grade K.

COMPARISONeOF STUDENTS IN THREE TYPES OF SCHOOLS

Several questions in the Evaluation Design addressed the need for comparisons'

among students in traditional Title I attendance areas, the regular Title I

program,,and schoolwide Title I projects. These questions are:

Evaluation Question D1-5: How did the achievement of Title I students

compare with that of a comparable group of formerly Title I students who

'had been in schools without Title I for two years? ,

Evaluation Question D2-2: How did achievement gaids made by low-achieving

students in the schoolwide projects compare with the gains made by low-

achieving students in regular Title I schoils?

Evaluation Question D2-3: How did achievement gains made by high-achieving

students.in the schoolwide projects.compare with the gains made by high-

achieving students in regular Title I schools?

Evaluation Question D2-4: How did the achievement gains of students who had

participated in a schoolwide project for two years compare with students who

h-ji, been in a regular Title I school for two years and participated in Title I

during one or two years?
B-6 1
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The groups of students in he analyses were defined as follows:

Low-achieving students: students at or below the 30th percentile
on the pretest.
High-achieving students': students above the 30th percentile
on the pretest.
Schoolwide project students: students in Allison and Becker
during the 1981-82 school year. .

Regular Title I students: students attending sdhool with a
regular Title I program, and who reside in a t ditional Tatle I
attendance areas. For these analyses, students ére not necessarily
served by the Title I program, however.
Former Title I students: students who reside in areas that were
traditionally Title I attendance areas, prior to desegregation.
Those areas were defined as areas where students would have attended
Title I schools in 1979-80 (except Mathews). Thus, it is their
attendance area that is "formerly Title I", rather than each student.

ONE YEAR GAINS

For each grade level, regular Title I students, schoolwide project students,
and students who were from former Title I attendance areas were compared
on spring, 1982 ITBS Reading Total scores, using Models 1-7. For kinder-
gartners, ITBS language scores were used. For first graders, tlie pretest
was the fall, 1981 MRT raw score. The analyses were conducted separately
for low and high achieving students. Students with missing scores or
"Special Circumstances" were omitted from the analyses. After testing fc-r
overall differences among the three groups, pairwise comparisons among t.le
groups were also made. Attachments B-3 and 8,4 contain the F tests for all
comparisons.

Figures B-2 and B-3 show the mean pretest, posttest, and unadjusted gain for
each grade level and type of school. Figures B-4 and B-5 are bar charts of
these gains. (Data for first-graders are shown in perdentiles, while data
for other grade levels are shown in grade equivalents.) Figures B-11 through
B-17 show plots of expected values dt each grade level for each group of stu-
dents. These p:ots are a better reflection of the gains of students in each
type of school, since they take into account pretest differences between
the groups.

Comparisons of gains for lowd1Lving students in regular Title I schools
with those of schoolwide project students show that Low-achieving schoolwide
project students made signi cantly greater gains at 'grades K and L, and
significantLy smaller ga at grade 4. Among high-achieving students,
schoolwide project students made significantly lower gains at grade 2. How-
ever, this may be due to residual effects of inflated pretest scores at grade
2 at Becker (see Attachment B-10).

Comparisons of low-achieving students in regular Title I schools with stu-
dents from former Title I attendance areas show that low-achi6ving students
.from former Title I areas made significantly greater gains than students in-
regular Title I schools at grades K and L. Among high-achieving students,
students from fortr Title I areas made signifioantly.greater gains at grades
lc, 1, and 5.

B-7. 62
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Low-achieving students j schoolwide projects made smaller gains than low-
achieving students from rmer Title I attendance areas at grade K and 4. At

grades 1 and 3, gains for ow-achieving schoolwide project students were

greater than for studenta om former Tit4e I attendance areas, High-ac ieving
schoolwide project studentsmade smaller gains at grades K and 1 and la ger
gains at grade 3 than did stidents from former Title I attendance areas.

Two Year Gains-

, Gains for students in grades,2-6 ho had been in a regul Title I school, a .

II

schoolwide project school, or a former Title I atte nce areas'for two years -

(1980-81 and 1981-82) were compared. Spring, 1980 scor s were used as a pretest.

Analyses Were again conducted separately for low and hig achieving students. ,

The results for low-achieving students indicate that thL was a sign ficant
advantage &ir second- and third-grade schoolwide project students oVer iThdnts
in regular Title I schools for two years. (The advantagefor schoolwide Pro -

?

ect students was close to being statistically significant for fifth and sixth-

grade studentsr) In addition, current. second-grade'students from former'Title
areas gained more than students in regular Title I schools. Finally; for stu-

dents in third and fifth grade, schoolwide projectatudents gained more,t
students from former Title 1 areas. Attachment B-5 contains the'F=tests for
these comparisortt; and Figures B-6 through B-7 show the average gains across
two years. . .

,

,

,The results for high-achieving students across the two years indicated that
schoolwide project students currently in grades 3 and 4 gained more acrCss the
two years than students in regular Title I schools. At grade 2, students from

former Title 1 areas gained.significantly more,than studenth in regular Title I

schools, Schoolwide project studentsvin'grade 2 gained less at grade 2 and

more at grade 3 than students from former Title i areas. Attachment B-6

contains F-tests for these compariSons.

Conclusions

The clear advantage that, was noted in last years' evaluation for schoolwide
project students over,students in regular Title I schools is no longer as clear.
The one and two-year analyses for this year both suggest that schoolwide prbj-
ects are more effective than the regular Title I program at the earlier grades'
(K-3), but not at highergrade levels. Part of the reason for the difference in
findings between the evaluations from the two years may be the increased effec-
tiveness of the District's regular Title I prog4am. Thus, the standard of com-
pafison for schoolwide projects is more rigorous this yeaf. However, mean gains
for schoolwide projects students this year were also not as large as last year:
the gains of the full year for # year of instruction that were hoted for last
year's schoolwide project students occurred only at grades 3 and 6 this year.

Schoolwide projects are expensive, because additional local funds must be added

to the Tltle I funds. If sustained, reliable, or consistent benefits for the

uogram are found only for younger students, the District may wish to consider
implementing schoolwide projects only at the K-3 levels.

B-8
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Evaluation Question D3-1: Did the achievement gains of Rainbow Kit
participants exceed those of nonparticipants in the control group?

Scores of students who participated in the reading RainboW Kits were
compared with scores of students who did not participate in any
Rainbow Kits. Students t Allan were omitted from the analyses because
they were part of the c parison group, but actually did receive some
reading kits. Mo 1-7 were used in the comparison; results of the
F tests are'inc des in Attachment B-7.

Significant differences between the groups were found at grades K, and 274.
Pigure B-8 gives the mean pretest, posttest, and gain fot the WO groups at4
each grade, and' Figure-B-9 ks a'ber graph of grades withsignificant
differences. Figure B-18 through B-21 plot the results at grades K, and_27.4.

the figures indicate that Rainbow Kit participants gained.significantly more
than the comparison group at grades 2 and 4, and gained significantly less than
the comparison group at grades lc and 3.

Iri infe'rPreting these results, it is important to remember that differences
probably existed among sOlools and grade levels in the ways that kits were
dig'tributed, the,number of kits each child received, and the amount of
coordination between the kits and classroom instruction. Parents had
previously reported that they like the kits (see the ESEA Title I Final
Technital Report for 1980-81.). The lack of any consistent positive effect
of reading Rainbow Kits on achievement must therefore be considered in
light of this positive parent reaction.

Evaluation Question D3-2. L16> Title I students who have participated in
.Rainbow Kits at more than one grade level show greater achievement gains
,than students who. have participated in:

a) only one grade level of Rainbow Kits?
b) nO Rainbow Kits?

In 1980-81, reading Rainbow Kits were piloted at six schools. Approximately
one-half of-the students' at each grade level across those six schools
received the kits, and the remaining students served as a control group.
In 1981-82, eight schools received reading Rainbow Kits, but only'two of the
original six piftyt schools received them for a -second yea53. As a result
the number of students at each grade level that received twc,v.144.ts4<nd had
three years of valid test scores was too small to alloW valid c mparisons.
If the kits are used again in 1982-83, the question of the dif erences
among groups who have participated in zero, one, or two kits should

0probably be considered again.

B-9
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Evaluation Question D1-3: Did students served in the three various locations

(classroom, reading lab, oriboth classroom and lab) differ in achievement

gains?

Students in the regular Title I Program who were served in the same location

on both Service Reports were compared on reading achievement using Models 1-7.

Significant differences were found among the three xroups only at grades 2, 5,

and 6. Attachment B-8 contains F statistics for 'he comparisons of all

three groups, and also for pairwise comparisons of two groups.at a time for

grades 2, 5, and 6.

Figure.B-l0 is a bar chart showing the average gain in reading grade eq.Avalents

for the three locations of serVice at grades 2, 5, and 6. Figures B-22

through B-24 plot the gains for the three groups across various pretest

levels of achievement. The model sed to plot the gains is ndicated on

each figure. In some-cases, a simpldr model is used to plot the data, .rather

than the most statistically precise one, so that differences between groups

are more interpretable. At all three grade levels, students'served in both

the class and lab,combined showed greater mean gains than students served

in only the classroom. (At grades 5 and 6,,gains for,students served in

oth the class and lab combined were also significantly greater than for

tudents served only in the lab:) However, the plots in Figures B-22

hrough-PB-24 also indicate that the.advantage for students served in both

lass and lab was primarily for students with higher preteFt scores.

It is possible that students served in both the cldss and lab'were

receiving greater quantities of instruction that11 students served only in

one location. (Reports by some prindipalS (see Appendix G) indicated

that many Title I children served only in t ab or classroom may not

have spent any. more time in reading instruction,than did their non-Title I

peers.) When students served in one manner or location receive more

reading instruction than other Title I students,,it is difficult to

determine if the differences are'due to the different quantity or the

different quality of time spent in instruciton.

It should be noted (from principals' comments and also Appendix C) that a

larger percentage. of Title I students were served primarily in the class-

room for 1981-82 than in previous years. It is possible that this change-

is partially responsible for the progiam having met or exceeded the

objectives at all grade levels except for grade 4.

6 0-
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Evaluation Question D1-6: Did 1980 At-Home Summer Program participants
show larger adhievement gains from April, 1980 to April, 1982 than the
matched comparison group?

Title Loffered a home-based summer Instructional program to about 300
Title I students during the'summer of 1980. Evaluation'of the effects
of the program was conducted at the end of the summer; and again the
following spring. No positive effects of the program on students'
achievement were found. As a follow-up to check fot possible long-term
benefitt., At-Home students and controls were compared again at the
end of 19§2. Gains of At-Home participants and controls did not differ
'ait any grade level. Attachment B-9 contains the F-tests for these
comparisons.

B-11
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(A)

Number of Students in 1981-82 Below the
30th Percentile at the Beginning of the
Year Who Were Served by Title I All

I

Year.'

.
(B)

., ,

Number and Percel/tage of Students in Column A
Who Were Above the 30th Percentile at the
End of 1981-82 Year.

Grade Regular T-I Program Schoolwide Project Regular ,Title 1 Schoolwide Projects..

K 277 95 76 (27.4%) 40 (42.1%)

341 48 127 (37.2%) 20 (41.7%)

2 220 33 58 (26.4%) 9 (27.3%)

' .

3 308 69 83 (26.9%) 22 (31.9%)

4 255. 35 37 (14.5%) 4 (11.4%)

5 262 30 32 (12.2%) 5 (16.7%)

6 241 19 17 ( 7.1%) 3 (15.874

i

FIGURE B- 1. NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF LOW-ACHIEVING TITLE I STUDENTS
IN REGULAR TITLE I AND SCHOOLWIDE PROJECTS WHO WERE
ABOVE THE 30TH PERCENTILE AFTER THE 1981-82 SCHOOL YEAR.

10nly students with valid pre- and pOSt-test scores are included.

OM MI IMP MI MOM IMO I= MN NV NIL,
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1981-82 %UNAiJUSTED

Grade Type of School Pre Post . GAIN

K Regular Title I -.420 .213 .634
.,)

(N=446)
Schoolwide Project -.446 .310 .756

(N=90)

Former Title I Area -.353 .398 .752"

(N=58)

1 Regular Title I 17.185 28.018 10.833
(%ile (N=213) .

points) Schoolwide Project 17.209, 32.326 15.116
(N=43)

Former Title I Area 16.899 32.456 15.557
(N=79)

2 Regular Title I 1.077 1.943 .866
(N=213)

Schoolwide Project 1.058 1.958 .900
(N=33)

Former Title I Area 1.126 1.951 .825

(N=68)

3 Regular Title I 1.828 2.800 .972
(N=241)

Schoolwide Project 1.763 2.854 1.091
(N=65)

Former Tible I Area 1.894 2.821 .927

(N=63)

4 Regular Title I 2.491 3.295 .803

(N=205)
Schoolwide Project 2.432 3.087 .655

(N=31)
Former Title I Area 2.408 3.171 .763

(N=219)

5 R9gular Title I 3.227 4.163 .936
4

(N=251)
Schoolwide Project 3.188 3.892 .704

* (N=25)
Former Title I Area 3.137 4.004 .867

-(N=221)

Regular Title I 3.826 4.811 .984
(N=186)

Schoolwide PrOject 3.825 4.956 1.131
(N=16)

, Former Title I Area 3830 4.899 1.068
(N=217)

Figure B-2 . AVERAGE GAIN IN ACHIEVEMENT FOR LOW-ACHIEVING 30 %ile)
STUDENTS IN THREE TYPES OF SCHOOLS. (GAIN IS SHOWN IN
GRADE EQUIVALENTS, EXCEPT AT GRADE 1 WHICH IS SHOWN IN
PERCENTILE POINTS.)

B-13 66
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1981-82 UNADJUSTED
Grade Type SchoOl. Pre Post GAIN

K Regular Title I .555 1.268 .713
. (N=190)

Schoolwide Project .267 1.100 .83-3

(N=18)

Former Title I Area .822 1.819 .996
(N=80)

1 Regular Title I 60.726 57.730 -2.996
.(%ile (N=460)
points) Schoolwide Project 59.019 56.648 -2.370

(N=108)
FormerTitle I Area 64.990 65.800 .810

(N=290)

Regular Title I
(N=412)

2:222, 3.015 4793,

Schoolwide Project 2.163 2.680 .517
(N=76) ,

Former Title I Area .2.452 3.194 .742
(N=232)

3 Regular Title I . 3.251 4.065 .814'
(N=353)

Schoolwide Project 3.100 4.029 .929
(N=80)

Former Title I Area 3.283 4.099 .816

(N=159)

Regular Title I 4.173 5.016 .838

6 (N=301)
Schoolwide Project 3.907 4.760 .853

(N=30)

Former Title I Area 4.138 5.029 .891
.(N=266),

Regular Title I 5.242 6.138 .897

(N=237)

SchoolWide Project 4.990 6.061 1.071
(N=31)

Former Title I Area 5.318 6.308 .990
(N=241)

6 Regular Title I 6.492 7.438 .946
(N=222) ,

rSchoolwide Project 5.941 6.859 .918
(N=17)

Former Title I Area 6.454 7.416 .962
(N=209),

Figure B- 3. AVERAGE GAIN IN ACHIEVEMENT FOR HIGH-ACHIEVING (> 30 %ile)
STUDENTS tN THREE TYPES OF SCHOOLS. (GAIN IS SHOWN IN
GRADE EQUTVALENTS, EXCEPT AT GRADE 1 WHICH IS SHOWN IN
PERCENTILE POINTS.)
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Spring 80 Spring 82
Pre Post

UNADJUSTED
GAIN

11.319

12.488

10.933

36.266

46.395

45.303

24.948

33.907

34.370

1.093 3.000 1.907

1.008 3.123 : 2.115

1.050 2.926 1.876

1.780 3.404 1.624

1.612 3.208 1.596

1.878 3.441 1.564

2.524 4.125 1.601

2.447 4.329 1.882

2.476 3.996 1.521

37170. 4.943 1.772

3646 5.277 2.131
W'

3.111 5.050 1.938

1981-82
Grade Type of School ,

2 Regular Title I
(N=248)'

Schoolwide Project
(N=86)

Former Title I Area
(N=165)

3 Regular Title I
(N=101)

Schoolwide Project
(N=39)

ForMer Title I Area
(N=34)

4 Regular Title I
(N=96)

Schoolwide Project
(N=26)

Former Title I Area
(N=94)

Regular Title I
(N=144)

Schoolwide Project
(N=17)

Former Title I Area
(N=192)

6 Regular itle I
(N=127

Schoolwide Project
(N=13)

Former Title I Area
(N=213)

Figure B-6. AVERAGE dAIN IN ACHIEVEMENT ACORSS TWO YEARS FOR
LOW-ACHIEVING ( 30 %ile) STUDENTS IN THREE TYPES
OF SCHOOLS. (GAIN IS SHOWN IN GRADE EQUIVALENTS,
EXCEPT AT GRADE 2 WHICH IS SHOWN IN PERCENTILE
POINTS.)

B-17



81,33

1961-82 Spring 80 Spring 82 UNADJUSTED
Grade Type of Schnol Tre Post GAIN

2 Regular Title I 67.211 57.172 -10.038
(N=209)

Schoolwide Project 66.148 54.796 -11.352
(N=54)

Former Title I Area 69.483 66.749 - 2.734
(N=203)

3

4

6

Regular Title I
(N=165)

.Schoolwide Project
(N=73)

Former Title I Area
(N=136)

'72.090

2452.

2.443

3.544

3.675

4.038

1.454

1.623

1.595

Regular Title I 3.400 5.201 1.803
(N=131)

Schoolwide Project 2.926 4.947 2.021
(N=19)

Former Title I Area 3.348 5.272 1.924
(N=159)

Regular Title I 4.093 6.033 1.940
(N=135)

Sclloolwide Projece 4.080 6.190 2.110
(N=20)

Former Title I Area 4.226 6,478 2.052
(N=250)

Regular Title I
(N=120)

Schoolwide Project

5.297

4.729

7.362

6.771

2.065 _...,

N,.-----

2.043
(N=14)

Former Titic. I Area 5.257 7.353 2.096
(N=203)

Figure,B-7. AVERAGE CATN IN ACHIEVEMENT ACROSS TWO YEARS FOR
HIGH-ACHIEVING (> 30 %ile) STUDENTS IN THREE TYPES
OF SCHOOLS. (GAIN,IS SHOWN IN GRADE EQUIVALENTS,
EXCEPT AT GRADE 2 WHICH IS SH&N IN PERCENTILE
POINTS.)

73
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Grade
Rainbow Kit Participants Comparison Group

Pretest Posttest Gain Pretest Posttest Gain

-.451 -.012 .439 -.409 .293 .702
N=88 N=530

17.328 33.586 16.259 17.258 31.091 13.833
N=116 N=318

2 1.023 2.088 1.064 1.068 1.971 .902
N=73 N=215

1.798 2.766 .968' 1.854 2.923 1.069
N=127* N=304

2.548 3.528 .979 2.549 3.334 .785

N=97 N=272
5 3.113 4.145 1.032 3.289 4.256 .968

N=71 N=305
3.904 5.008 1.104 3.906 , 4.891 .986

N=13 N=254

Figuie 3-8 MEAN PRETEST, POSTTEST, AND GAIN FbR RAINBOW KIT PARTICIPANTS
AND A COMPARISON GROUP. (Gains are in grade equivalents,
except for grade 1, which is in percentiles.)

B-19



Key:

Grade K Grade 2

Rainbow Kit Part.

Comp. Group
Figure B- 9 . MEAN GAINS FOR RAINBOW KIT PARTICIPANTS AND A -COMPARISON GROUP, AT GRADE LEVELS

iilif A liltUNIT DINFREVIEPETail CANS.= On O Irma,

Grade 3

I 0

Grade 4



1.2_

1.1

1.0

' .80_ d
0

CD .70
°4

II MN 111111. NM

5t;
1.214

6

.932

T T

Lab Class Both
Grade 2

T '1 I
Lab Class Both

Grade 5

T.Y I
Lab Class Both

Grade 8

Figure B-10. AVERAGE GAINS FOR STUDENTS SERVED BY TITLE I IN LAB,
CLASS, OR BOTH LAB AND CLASS, AT GRADE L VELS WITH

SIGNIFICANT-DIFFERENCES BETWEEN THE GROUPS.
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,Figurea B-11 through 3-17

POSTTEST ACHIEVEME 1982) FOR STUUENTS IN THREE TYPES OF SCHOOLS
(REGULAR,T1T I, CHOOLWIDE PROJECT, OR FORMER TITLE I AREA)

(Page 1 of 8)
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3 TYPES CF SCHCOLS

Figure B-11
(Page 2 of 8)

GRPOE K -.MCOEL

, 230

-1.40C
-.5CC C7C

.4

ss.

. 350 . 793 1.223 1. 55C 2.320 2.513
GRPOE K PRETEST GRROE EQUIVRLENTS

B-23

LEGEND

____ Rag. T-1

SWP

_e Form. T-L

2.34c 3..370
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TYPES t'

Figure B-12
(Page 3 of 8)

SCHCOLS GRRDE 1 ,- MCDEL 2

9 17 25 33 41

GRADE 1 PRETi8T RAW SCOR-ES

B-24
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5. )73

4. 273

3. 473--

2. 47C-

2. C20

2. 120

81.33 Figure B-13
(Page 4 of 8)

3 TYPES OF SCHOOLS GRADE 2 MODEL

/7
//7

1

1. 22Gc-

30th %ile

. 73,3 1. 160 1. 593 2. 323 2. 453 2. 230. 3, 313
GRADE 1 GRADE EQUIVALENTS

B-25 So

LEGEND

Rag..

SWP

Form.

3. 743 4. 1'73

I.
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LEGENO

- -- Rag. T-1

SWP

-4- Form. .Z-1

5. 4001-

5. 200-

4 5. 2Z,C.-

500-

81.33 Figure B-14
(Page 5 of 8)

3 TYPES CF SCHCOLS GRPOE 3 MCDEL

1.00'
. SOC 1 30 1. SSO 2.060 2.620 3.150 3.630 4.210 4.740 5.27C

GRADE 2 GRADE EQUIVALENTS
,
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3CC

5. 7ca

i3C

.1 3CC

81.33 ' Figure B-15
(Page 6 of 8)

3 l'PES OF 'SCHOOLS GRADE 4 MODEL. 2

i IrlS. 1. S30 2. 260 2. 39C 3. 52C 4. 150 4. 730 5. 410
GRADE 3 GRADE EQUIVALENTS

B-27'

LEGEND

--Rag. T-1
SWP

Form. T-1.

5. C40 S. 670



81.33 Figure B-16
(Page 7 of 8)

CF SCHCCLS C-RPOE 5 MCOEL :2

Z

4

r r

1 1

2. :CC1
gCC 2. 3CC 3. 7GC

30th %ile LEGENO
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SWP

Form. T-1.

4. 530 5. 5,pc S. 400 '7. 2CC S. 200

ROE4 GRROE EQUIVFILENTa
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81.33 Figure 3-17
(Page 8 of 8)

3 TIPES OF SCHOOLS GRRDE 6 MODEL

3. 700-

3c---1.

5. 502

4. 130

2. 70,-
4GC

30th %ile

LEGENG

Rag. T-3-
I

SWP

Form. T-li

2.4 5. GCG S. 203 7. 403 S. SOO .9. SOO

GRPOE.5 GRciOE EQUIVRLENTS

84
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V

Figures B-18 through B-21

POSTTEST ACHIEVEMENT ,(1982) FOR STUDENTS WHO RECEIVED
RAINBOW KITS AND A COMPARISON GROUP

(FOR GRADE LEVELS WITH A SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE.)

(Page 1 of 5)

91.

B-30

8 5.
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81.33 Figure B-18
(Page 2 of 5)

FiRINBOIA1 KIT MODEL 3 GRADE K

. 7CC33-

. 30033-

2C003,- 1

-.50000 46300 -. 43500 40403 37203 -. 34000 -. 30800 -. 27600 -. 24430 21233

GRAOE K PRETEST GRADE EQUIVALENTS
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MC:EL 13E

Figure B-19.
(Page 3 of 5)
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I

Figure B-20
(Page 4 of 5)

9:17N3Cri'i K7-7 5 GP.:71OF '3
,

2.

2. .f.i2C

C

2. 5.1C

, I

X

2. :b3
. 233

_

;

/
,- : .x,/ 7

,

rr
rr

/
i< _,

./

, /
./

,
,

,/

/ ,-/,

r Gr

Rainbow
Kit
Control

, . C.3.3 1.2 1 . 1. C133 2.333 2. 2;33 2. 1:33 2.

GRP:OF 2 .7,.EROIN,'3, rF.PIDE-C.CUIV.M.ENTS

B-3



2.

81.33

:9F3ISi3a KIT - MGDEL

Figure B-21
.(Page 5 of 5)

2. 27.... r
: .

1

i. 512

Ef3F.:40

Rainbow
Kit
Control
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Figures B-22-through B-24

POSTTEST ACHIEVEMENT '(1982) FOR STUDENTS.SERVED BY TITLE I IN THREE LOCATIONS
' (CLASS, LAB, OR BOTH CLASS AND LAB)

(Page 1 of 4)



81.33 NAloure B-22
(Page 2 of 4)

LOCRTI1N CF SEFVICE GFROE 2

2.

2. 5:04-

. 3CC . 500 . 700 . 900 1.103 1.3CC 1.50C

GRADE I READING GRADE EQUIVALENTS
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300

,
= 5. .200

r-"I 4. 3.3.-.1

Figure B-23
(Page 3 of 4)

LCCATION CF SERVICE -.GRADE 6

N.,

1.200 /Is 4

1. 300 1. 430 1. 353 2. 230 2. 720 3. 150 3. 520 4. 010

GRADE 5 9EAOING .S,RROE EQUIVALENTS

9 2
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LOCRTION OF SERVIcE GR9OE 5

Figure B-24
(Page 4.of 4)

5. :30

4.53:

3. 49'

LEGEND

____ Lab

Class

Both

1. 420 1. 340 2.260 550. 3.100 2. 520 2.840 4.350 4. iSC
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Attachthent 3-1

MEASUREMENT OF OBJEdTIVES FOR THE REGULAR'TITLE I PROGRAM
(Students who were served on both service reports)

(Page 1 of 4)
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81.33 AttachMent B-1
(Page 2 of 4)

Percent Expected Percent

34 17

4 7

10 7

17 13 .

34 56

Of Students Gaining

> 10 percentile points

7-9 percentile points

4-6 percentile points

1-3 percentile points

<0 percentile points

MEASUREMENT OF THE READING COMPONENT OBJECTIVE AT GRADE K, GAIN IN
READING TOTAL PERCENTILE. (Regular Title I Program)

Percent Expected Percent Of Students'Scoring

17 18 >1.9 grade equivalent

7 8 1.7 to 1.8 grade equivalent

16 17 1.4 to 1.6 grade equivalent

22 21 1.1 to 1.3 grade equivalent

36 36 < 1.0 grade equivalent

MEASUREMENT OF READING COMPONENT OBJECTIVE AT GRADE 1, READING TOTAL
GRADE EQUIVALENT. (Regular Title I Pru,aram)

Percent

37

2

ected Percent

19

4

4 6 5

7 6

Of Students Gainin

> 10 percentile points

7-9 percentile points

4-6 percentile points

1-3 percentile points

50 66 SO percentile points

MEASUREMENT OF TEE READING COMPONENT OBJECTIVE AT GRADE 4 GAIN IN
READING TOTAL PERCENTILE. (t.egular Title.I Program)

B-40
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81.33 Attachment B-1
(Page 3 of 4)

Percent Expected Percent

41 31

9 7

11 11.

9 13

29 38

Of Students Gaining

10 percentile points

7-9 percentile points

4-6 percentile points

1-3 percentile points

<0 percentile points

MEASUREMENT OF THE READING COMPONENT OBJECTIVE AT GRADE 3, GAIN rN
READING TOTAL PERCENTILE. (Regular Title I Program)

Percent

18

5

6

16

55

Expected Percaut Of Students!EalElilL

17 > 10 percentile points

'7 7-9 percentile points

7 4-6 percentile points

13 1-3 percentile. pointc,

56 <0 percentile points

MEASUREMENT OF THE READING,COMPONENT,OBJECTIVE
READING TOTAL PERCENTILE. (Regular

Percent Expected Percent

AT GRADE 4, GAIN rN
Title I Program)

Of Students Gaining

21 24 > 10 percentile points

8 7 7-9 percentile points

11 11 4-6 percentile,points

12 16 1-3 percentile points

47 42 <0 percentile

MEASUREMENT OF THE READING COMPONENT OBJECTIVE AT GRADE 5, GAIN LN
READING TOTAL PERCENTILE. (Regular Title I Program)

9
B-41

Li
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81.33

Percent . Expected Percent Of Students Gaining

19

9

13

19

40

21

8

13 .

12

46

Attachment B-1
(Page 4 of 4)

> 10 percentile points

7-9 percentile points

4-6 percentile points

1-3 percentile points

<0 percentile points

MEASUREMENT OF THE READING COMPONENT OBJECTIVE.AT GRADE 6, GAIN IN

READING TOTAL PERCENTILE. (Regular Title I Program)



.81.33

Attachment B-2

MEASUREMENT OF OBJECTIVES FOR SCHOOLWIDE PROJECTS

(Page 1 of 6)

B-43 98
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81.33 Attachnient B-2

(Page 2 of 6)

Percent . Expected Percent Of Students Gaining

42'

5

3

19

31

29 > 10 'percentile points

9 7-9 percentile points

2 4-'6 percentile points

6 1-3 percentile points

-54 <0 percentile points

MEASUREMENT OF THE READING 'COMPONENT OBJECTIVE AT GRADE IS GAIN IN
READING TOTAL PERCENTZLE. (Allison)

Perc'ent Expected Percent Of Students Scoring

40 27 >1.9 grade equivalent

6 12 1.7 to 1.8 grade'equivalent

15 16 1.4 to 1.6 grade equivalent

13 18
1.1 to 1.3 grade equivalent

25 27
< lA grade equivalent

MEASUREMENT OF READING COMPONENT OBJECTIVE AT GRADE 1, READING TOTAL
GRADE EQUIVALENT. (Allison)

Percent

8

Expected Percent Of Students Gaining

29

9

3 2

5 6

)50 54

> 10 percentile points

A)7-9 ercentile points

4-6 percentile points

1-3 percentile points

<0, percentile points

MEASUREMENT OF THE READING COMPONENT OBJECTIVE AT GRADE 2, GAIN IN
READING TOTAL PERCENTILE. (Allison)

B-44
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81,3j1 Attachment B-2
(Page 3 of 6)

.14-elstIxpected Percent

38 38

8 12

12 12

8 . 9

33 29

Of Students Gaining

> 10 percentile points ._

7-9 percentile points

4-6 percentile points

1-3 percentile points

0 percentile points

MEASUREMENT OF THE REOING COMPONENT OBJECTIVE AT GRADE 3, GAIN,IN
READING TOTAL PERCENTILE. (Allison)

B-45



81.33

Percent Expected Percent

. Attachment B-2
(Page 4 of 6)

0

Of Students Gaining.

60 16 > 10 percentile points

8 14 7-9 percentile pointt.

14 476 percentile points

6 7 1-3 percentile.points

19 48 <0 percentile points

MEASUREMENT OF THE READENG COMPONENT OBJECTIVE AT-GRADE K, GAIN EN
READING TOTAL PERCENTILE. ,.(Becker)

Percent

52

k 13

9

'Expected Percent

64

5

12 .

15 14

12 5

Of Students Scoring

>1.9 grade equivalent

1.7 to 1.8 grade equivalent-

.

1.4 to 1.6 grade equivalent

1.1 to 1.3 grade equivalent

1.0 grade equivalent

MEASUREMENT OF READING COMPONENT OBJECTIVE AT GRADE'l, READING TOTAL
GRADE EQUIVALENT. (Becker)

Percent Expected Percent Of Studentb Gaining

20 20 > 10 percentile points

4 3 7-9 percentile points

9 4-6 percentile points

1 1-3 percentile points

69 67 _10 percentile points

MEASUREMENT OF THE READING COMPONENT OBJECTIVE AT GRADE 2, GAIN IN

READING TOTAL PERCENTILE. (Becker).

B-46 _
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81.33 'Attachment B-2
(Page 5 of 6)

Peicent ected Percent Of Students Gainin

27 21 >- 10 percentile points
....

, 3
m

6 7-9 percentile points

8 ,25 4-6 percentile points

9 12 1-3 percentile points

53 36 <0 percentile points

MEASUREMENT OF THE READING COMPONENT OBJECTIVE AT GRADE 3, GAIN IN
READING TOTAL PERCENTILE. (BECKER)

Percent ected Percent

8 16

Of Students Gainin

> 10 percentile points

2 14 7-9 percentile points

8 14 4=6 percentile points

11 7 1-3 percentile points
0

71 <0 percentile points

MEASUREMENT OF THE READING COMPONENT OBJECTIVE-AT GRADE 4, GAIN IN
READING TOTAL PERCENTILE. (Becker)

Percent Expected Percent. Of students Gaining

21 46 > 10 percentile points
....

7 5 7-9 percentile points

14 ,16 4-6 percentile points

10 04 3 1-3 percentile points
,

48 30 <0 percentile points
C.1

MEASUREKENI1 OF THE READING COMPONENT OBJECTIVE AT GRADE 5, GAIN IN
READTNG.TOTAL PERCENTILE. (Becker)

1.0 2

B-47 -



Attac#ment B-2

81.33.. (rage 6, of 5)

I.
l'ercent Expected Percent Of Students Gaining

24 21 > 10 percentile point I_
.

5 5 7-9 percentile points-

I-14 13 4-6 percentile points

14' )27 1-3 percentile points I4

43 27 5.0 percentile points

11,
MEASUREMENT OF THE READIN-G COMPONENT OBJECTIVE .AT GRADE 6, GAIN rN
READING TOTAL PERCENTILE. (Becker) -

,

1

1

B-48
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Attachment B-3

F-ISTS COMPARING LOlf-ACHIEVING STUDENTS
IN THREE TYPES OF SCHObLS (One.,Year Gains).

(Page I of 29)

1.04

B-49



Attachment 8-3

81,33 (Page, 2 of 29)
F VALUEg FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTSTHgEE GROUP CASE

GRADE = K
TEST = SCHOOL TYPE <30

NUMBER OF CASES = 594

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 248.77187

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 253.79209

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2--COMMONQUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 248.77187'

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 253.54905

DF = 3, 585 F = 3.935102871558591

p.01

DF = 2, 585 F = 516168(33702652154 . II

P<.01

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 253.54905

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 254.80345

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 * 248.77187

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 254.80345

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 254.80345

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 = 256.43039

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6-.-COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 253.79209

SUM OF SQUARES, .MODEL 6 = 254.90877

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7--COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 254.90877

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 1 '256.54676

DF = 2, 587

DF =

DF .=

1.452051979685986

NS,

4, 585 F im 3.545893573095707

R4.01

2, 589 1.880405583205405

NS

DF = 2, 588 F = 1.2935939808D5306

NS

DF = 2, 590 F = '1.895607789406385

B-50
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81.33
F VALUES FOR SPSs REGRESSION RESULTSTWO GROUP CASE Attachment B-3

.
.(Page 3 of 29)

GRADE K

TEST ="SCROOL TYPE 1 VS. 2 <30

NUMBER OF CASES'= 536

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR
4

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 -z 217.49572

SUM OF SQUARES, AODEL 5 = 218.89953
NS

DF = 2, 530 F. 1.310422853378448

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2CO1MON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 =. 217.44572

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 218.14464
DF = 1) 530 F = 1.581307419061339

NS

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 218.14464
4 DF° = 1, 531 F 1.582207108083207D-03,>

SUM OF SQUARES,, MODEL 3 = 218.14529
NS

MODEL 1 VS MrDEL 3PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUR OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 217.49572
DF - 2, 530 F = .7914456891381595

.suR OF SQUARES, MODEL 3:; 218.14529

MODEL) VS MODEL 4EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 218.14529

SUM OFSQUARES, MODEL 4 = 2r9.77584

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6--COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 218.89953

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 218.90004

,MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

DF = 1, 532

NS

3.976490163963675

P< .05

DF = 1, 532 F = 1.2394727389367570-03

NS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 218.90004
DF = 1, 533 F = 3.978823576277101

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 220.53412
B-51 P.05
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F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTSTWO GROUP CASE /
81.33 Attachment B-

(Page 4 of 29

Gi'ADE = K

TEsT - SCHOOL TYPE 1 VS. 3 <30

NUMBER OF CASES = 504

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5--CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 211.2454,

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 216.10342

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 211.24544

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 215.61241

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 1 215.61241

0

DF a 2, 498 F a 5.726216007313575 11

P<.01

DF = 1, 498 F a 10.29490179764352 II

P<.001

° DF = 1, 499 F = 3.045043974973447

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 216,92814

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM tF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 211.24544
4

o SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 216.92814
0

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4--EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

DF ZI 498

P.05

F = 6.69833299123522

P.01

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL , = 216.92814
DV a

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 = 217.06117
1, 500

P
.3066222759297192

' NS

^

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6COMMON LINEAR SLOPES .

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 216.10342
,DF = 1, 500 F = 2.549265532216011

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 217.20523
NS

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7--COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS,

SUM OF SQUARES MODEL 6 = 217.20523
DF = 1, 501 F = .3561812024507841

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 217.3596
B-52 NS

1 u

I.



81.33
F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTSTWO GROUP CASE Attachment B-3

(Page 5 of 29)
'-

GRADE = K
TEST =.SCHOOL TYPE 2 VS. 3 <30

NUMBER OF CASES 148

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5.T.-CURWILINEAR VS LINAR

SUR OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 68.80258.

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = .72.58123

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 68.802518

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 71.13191

HODgL 2 VS MODEL 3PARALLEL

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2

§UM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3

CURVILINEAR SLOPES

= 71.13191

= 71.28624

r
MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 68.80258

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 71.28624

DF = 2, 142 F = 3.899332699442375
P<A5

DF = 1, 142 I = 4.807448499751028
P<.05

DF.= 1, 143 F = .3102572389803573

DF = 2, 142'

NS

2.562983248593295

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM ,F SQUARES, MODEL 3 x. 71.28624

NS

DF = 1, 144 F = .1658036670190478

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 = 71.36832
NS

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6-:-COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 72.58123
Di = 1 , 144 F = 1.510327670115266

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 73.3k249
NS

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, .MODEL 6 = 73.34249
DF = 1% 145 F = .2909786673454885

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 73.48967
NS



81.33
F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS--TuREE GROUP CASE

Attachment"
(page 6 of 29)

GRADE = 1

TEST =6 SCHOOL TYPE <30

NUMBER OF CASES = 410

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5--CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SU:i OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 97.04313

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 98.61309

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2--COMMONI QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 97.04313

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL-2 = 98.40808

A.\

DF 3, 401 F = 2.162454158269625

NS

DF = 2, 401 F = 2.820111789469277

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3-:-PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MgDEL 2 = 98.40808
DF = 2, 403 F 1.023490906437768

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 98.90793
NS

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 97.04313

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 98.90793

4ODEL3 VS MODEL 4--EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 98.90793

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 =100.26529

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6---COMMON UMW SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARESMODEL 5 = 98.61309

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 94.11019

MODEL 6 VS.MODEL 7--COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM.OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 99.11019

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 100.42214.

DF = 4, 401 F = 1.926423848859781

NS

DF = 2, 405 F = 2.779002654286665

NS

DF = 2, 404 F = 1.018264410941788

NS

1

Iw

I.

1

DF = 2, 406 F = 2.687169200260844

B-54 NS



F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS--TWO ,GROUP CASE

81.33

GRADE = 1
TEST = SCHOOL TYPE 1'VS. 2 <30

NUMBER OF CASES = 328

11

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5--CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 72.82008

SUM OF SQUARES,'MODEL 5 = 74.35813

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2--CO1MON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SZNARES, MODEL 1 = 72.82008

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 73.96351

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 73.96351

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 74.26809 .

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 72.82008

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 74.26809

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4--EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 74.26809

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 = 74.58237

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6--COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

-SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 74.35813

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 74.74828

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7--COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 74.74828

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL '7 = .75.05896

Attachment B-3
(Page 7 of 29)

DF = 2, 322 F = -3.400518785477852

DF-= 1, 322

P<.05

F = 5.056084255881064

P<.05

.DF = 1, 323 F = 1.330106426804243

DF = 2, 322

NS

F = 3.201446771275172

P<.05

DF = 1, 324 F = 1.371069593953474

NS

DF = 1, 324 F = 1.699997027897287

NS'

DF = 1, 325 F =-. 1.350813690963857

B-55
NS
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F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTSTWO GROUP CASE

Attachment B-3
(Page 8 of 29)

81.33

GRADE .= 1

TEST = SCHOOL TYPE 1 VS. 3 <30.
NUMBER OF CASES = 366

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 88.37952

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 88.44395

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 88.37952

SUM'OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 88.44064

DF = 2, 360 F = .1312227086094149

NS

DF = 1, 360 F = .2489626556016555

NS

MODEL .2 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES .

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 88.44064

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = $8-b47102

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 88.37952

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 88.47102

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4--EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 88.47102

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 = 89.62318

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6--COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 88.44395

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 88.47162

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7--COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 88.47162

SUm OF SQUARES, MODEL.7 = 89.62437.

B-56

DF = 1, 361 F = .1240061130267826

NS

DF = 2, 360 F .1863553909322013

NS

DF = "1, 362

DF = 1, 362

- .

DF = 1, 363

il

F = 4.714333801057109

P<.05

F = .1132529698187332

NS

F = 4.729745538738868

P<.Q5



81.33

F VALUES FOR syss RECRESSION RESULTSTWO GROUP CASE
Attachment B-3
,(Page 9 of 29)

GRADE = 1
TEST = SCHOOL TYPE 2 VS. 3 <30

NUMBER OF CASES = 126

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5CURVILINEARyS LINEAR

SUR OF SQUARES, 16DEL 1 = 32.88666
17*.

DF = 2, 120 F = 2.804979283393328

EUR OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 34.4241 NS

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2--COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF ,SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 32.88666
DF = 1, 120 F = 4.643110610806936

SUM OF SQUARgS, MODEL 2 = 34.15913 P<.05

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 34.15913
OF = 1, 121 F = 1.81809255680692

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 34.672-39 NS

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 32.88666
DF = 2: 120 Fo= 3,257971469282682

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 34.67239

1ODEL3 VS MODEL 4--EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 3.4.67239

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 = 34.74744

MODEL'S VS MODEL 6--COMMON LINEAR SLOPES -

SUM OF'SQUARES: MODEL 5 = 34.4241

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 34.90393

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7--COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = I 4.90393

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 34.96622,

B-57

r,

DF = 1, 122 F = .2640746715181736

N$

a

DF = 1, 122 F = 1.700531313817938

NS

DF,= 1, 123 .2195073735249837

NS



81.33

F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS--THREE GROUP CASE

Attachment B-3
(Page 10 of 29)

-GRADE = 2

TEST = SCHOOL TYPE -<30
NUMBER OF CASES = 314

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5--CURVILINEAR VS ',NEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 111.1907

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 112.97234

MODEL 1 VS MODEL.2--COMMON QUADRATIC P:RTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = '111.1907

SUM ,OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 112.23103
DF

MODEL 2 VS., MODEL 3--PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 112.23103
DP

SUM OF SQUARESf MODEL-3 = 112.7776

MODEL 1 VS MODE03--PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 111.1907.

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 7 112.7776

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4 --EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF'SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 112.7776

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 = 112.85288

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6--COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 112.97234

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 113.65301

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7--COMMON LINEAR,INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 113.65301

SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 7 = 113.:0158

DF = 3, 305 F 7 1.62903372314411

NS

= 2, 305 1.426830886036328

NS

= 2, 307 F = .7475516797805421

NS

DF = 4, 305 F = 1.088230625403024

NS

DF = 2, 309 F = .103130054195156

NS

DF = 2, 308 F = .9278658829232019.-

NS

DF = 2, 310 F = .06623977666759279

B-58
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NS
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F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTSTWO GROUP CASE ,

81.33 AttaChment B-3

GRADE = 2
(Page /1 of 29) °

TEST = SCHOOL TYPE 1 VS. 2 <30

NUMBER OF CASES = 246

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5--CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 83.21135
DF 2, 240 F = 2.353943302205771.

SUm OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 84.84364

NS

MODELA V8 MODEL 2--COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION.

'SUM OF 'SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 83.21135
DF 1, 240 F = .2489371942649679

SUm OF s-QUARES, MODEL 2 = 83.29766

NS

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUm OF SQUARES, .MODEL 2 = 83.29766
DF = 1, 241 .9562442690466944.

SUM OF.SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 83.62817

NS

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3PARALLEI LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 83.21135
DF = 2, 240 F .6011006911917684

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 83.62817

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4--EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 83.62837

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 = 83.68548

MODEL 5 VS MODEU 6cOMMONIINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, kODEL 5 = 84.84364

SUM OF'SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 85.112

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7COMMO4 LINEAR INTERCEPTS

_NS

DF = 1, 242 F a .165841486188200

DF 1, 242

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6.= 85.21112
DF = 1, 243

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 85.22886
B-59

114

NS

F = 1.0481653073819

NS

°

.05058987606313391

NS.



81.33

GRADE = 2
TEST = SCHOOL TYPE 1 VS. 3 <30

NUMBER OF CASES = 281 '

F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTST40 GROUP CASE
:ttachment B-3
O'age 12 of 29)

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

- sum of SQUARES-, MODEL ,1 = 100.9749
DF = 2, 275

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 102.40922

MODEL 1 VS MODEL,2-COMMON QUADRATIC,PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 100.9749
DF = 1, 275

SUM.OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 101.84008

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 2 = 101.84008
DF a 1, 276

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 101.97746 :

MODEL 1 VS moDEL 3--PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 100.9749
DF = 2,. 215

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 101.97746

1ODEL3 VS MODEL 4--EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 101.97746

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 = 102.00098

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6--COMMON.LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 102.40922

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 102.62546

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7--COM1ON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

gUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 a 102.62546

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = .102.64919

B-60

F = 1953148752808866

NS

F = 2.356273687817469 II

NS

.3723178536387646

NS

F = 1.365210562228832

Ics

DF * 1, 277 F = .06388705896381291

DF = 1, 277

DF = 1, 278

NS

F a .584893430493858.3

Nd

I.

.06428170943155468

NS

I.



F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS--TWO GROUP CASE
81.33 Attachment B-3'

(Page 13 of 29)

GRADE = 2
TEST = SCHOOL TYK. 2 VS. 3 <30

NUMBER OF CASES = 101

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5--CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 38.19515

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 38.69183.

MODEL 1 r MODEL 2--COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 38.19515 .

DF = 2, 95 F .617677898895541

OF = 1, 95

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 38.64261 '

1ODEL_2 PS MODEL 3--PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 38.67261

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 39.35085

'MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 38.19515

'SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 39.35085

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4--EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 39.35085

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 = 39.40131

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6--COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 38.69183

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 39.35142

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7--COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 39.35112

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 39.40278

NS

1.187551299052366

NS

DF = 1, 96 F = 1.683647418676941

NS

DF = 2; 95 F 1.43724399563819

DF = 1, 97

NS

.1243840984375161

DF = 1, 97 F = 1.652832910720427

NS

OF = 1, 98 F = .1286540256033397

B-61

116

NS



4 81.33 Attachment B-3 II

F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTSTHREE GROUP CASE

(Page 14 of 29)
_GRADE = 3
TEST = SCHOOL TYPE , <30
NUMBER OF CASES = 369

MODEL 1 VS *olim, 577cuRVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 115.41843

SUM OF-SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 115.68449

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2-7COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 115.41843

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 mg* 115.6794

DF = 3, 360 F = .2766213333520511 11

NS

DF = 2, 360

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF .SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 115.6794

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 116.08235

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3--PAR4LEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 115.41843

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 116.08235

1ODEL3 VS MODEL 4--EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM,OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 116.08235

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 = 116.68599

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6--COMMON 'LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 115.68449

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 116.11693

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7--COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 116.11693

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 116.7367

.4069939263599471

NS

OF = 2, 362 F = .6304834741535667

NS

DF = 4, 360 F = .5177058811144841

gS

OF = 2, 364

DF =

DF =

.9464184693021758

'NS

2, 363 F = .6784648486586171

NS

2, 365 F = .9740872842573527

13-,2

of' 117
NS

IF

411Iiiiriss



F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS--TWO GROUP CASE
81.33 Acrachment B-3

(Page 15 of 29)

GRADE = 3

TEST = SCHOOL TyPE 1.VS. 2 <30

NUMBER OF CASES = 306

MODEL 1 VS MODEy--CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 94.37439

SUM OF SQUARES MODEL 5 = 94.59913

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2--COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OFSQUARES, MODEL 1.= 94.37439

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 94.57001.

(C-'

MODEL 2 YS 10DEL 3--PARALLEL.CURVILINEAR BLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 94.57001

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 94.91281

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 94.37439

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 =. 94.91281

MODEL? VS MODEL 4--EQU4L.QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 94.91281

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 = 95.39087

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6--COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 94.59913

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 94.98777

MODEL 6 VS. MODEL 7--COMMON LINSAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 94.98777

SUM OF SQUARES:MODEL 7 = 95.48801
B-65

DF 2, 300 F = .3572049578280728

NS

DF = 1, 300 .6218424299219365

RS

DF = 1, 301 F = 1.091073163680544

NS

DF = 2, 300 F = ..8557724187674282.

.NS

DE = 1, 302 F = 1.521123650221706

NS

OF 1, 302 F 1.240701473681636

DF m 1, 303

118.

NS

1.595707742165117



F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTSTWO GROUP CASE
81.33 Actachment'B-3

(Page 16 of 29)

GRADE = 3
TEST = SCHOOL TYPE 1 VS. 3 <30

NUMBER OF CASES 304

JDEL 1 VS MODEL 5--CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM oF SQUARES, MODEL 1 m- 96.71436

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 96:7703

DF = 2, 298

-

F .08618223808749481

NS

MODEL 1 VS.MODEL. 2-COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 96.71436
DF = 1, 298 .04307571285173135

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 96.72834
NS'

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 96.72834
DF.= 1, 299 .4218157780853044

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 96.8648 NS

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUN OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 96.71436
DF = 2, 298 F =. .2317707525542166

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 96.8648 NS

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4--EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

*
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 96.8648

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 = 96.8911.

MODEL 5 VS. MODEL 6--COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 96.7703

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 96.88762

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7--COMMON LINEAR INTEkCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 96,88762

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 96.91431

DF 1, 300

DF =11, 300

.08145173758063606

NS

r'

F = .3637066331302045

Ns

DF 1, 301 F = .08291761114578001 11

B-64 - NS

I 1



F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS--TWO GROUP CASE

81.33
Attachment B-3

GRADE = 3
(Page 17 of 29)

TEST = SCHOOL 2 VS. 3 <30

NUMBER OF CASES = 128

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5-=CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF Sr!UARES, MODEL 1 = 34.74811

StM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 39.99955

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2--COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF,SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 34.74811

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 39.94295

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 39.94295

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 39.97659

MODEL 1 vs noDEL 3--PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 34.74811

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 39.97659

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4--EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUAAES, MODEL 3 = 39.97659

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 = 40.54324

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6--COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 39.99955

SUM OF SQUARES, KODEL 6 = 40.03469

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7--COM1ON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 40.03469

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 40.63956

DF = 2, 122 F = 9.218856507591351

P<.001

DF = 1, 122 ' F = 18.23899141564822

P< .001

DF = 1, 123 . .1035907463019135

NS

DF 2, 122 F = 9.178550430512624

P <.001

DF = 1, 124 F = 1.75764366095257'

NS

DF = 1, 124 F .1089152255212849

NE

DF = 1, 125 F = 1.888580878233349

B-65

0

,NS



F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS--THREE GROUP CASE
81.33 Attachment B-3

(Page 18 of 29)
GRADE = 4 v

TEST = SCHOOL TYPE <30

NUMBER OF CASES = 455

MODEL 1 VS MODEL.5--CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 164.82332
DE = 3, 446 F = 2.084827155121822 II

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 167.13472

NS

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2--COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM O'SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 164.82332

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 165.23262
DF = 2, 446

MODEL 2 VS.MODEL 1--PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 165.23262

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 166.98387

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 164.82332

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 166.98387

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4-2EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 166.98387

SUM OF.SQUARES, MODEL 4 = 167.6606

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6--COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 167.13472

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL,6 = 168.97471

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7--COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 168,.97471

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 169.73159

.5537681197053984 II

NS

DF = 2, 448 F = 2.374107485555817

NS

DF = 4, 446 F = 1.461573065025025

DF = 2, 450

NS

F = .919207046764455-

NS

DF = 2, 449 F = 2.471525694960325

DF = 2, 451

NS

F = 1.010070915345856

NS

I.

I.
I.



1

F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS7TWO GROUP CASE

81.33
GRADE = 4
TEST = SCHOOL TYPE 1 VS.2 <30

NUMBER OF CASES = 236

MODEL 1 kiS MODEL 5--CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 85.24054
DF = 2, 230

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 86.85419

MODEL f VS MODEL 2-4COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 85.24054
DF = 1, 230

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 85.59813

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 85.59813
DF = 1, 231

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 87.32526

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 85.24054
DF = 2, 230

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 87.32526

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4--EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 87.32526

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 = 87.86429

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6--COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OP SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 86.85419

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 =. 88.54411

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7--COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 88.54411

SUM OF SQUARES, M1DEL 7 = 89.17825

B-67

122

Attachpon 18,-1

,(PAge.,).9'.,0: 29)

2.177012839195997

NS

F = .96486,60132842944

NS

F = .4.660931611473285

P<.05

F = 2.812544359761213 .

NS

DF = 1, 232 F = 1.43205940640771S

NS

OF = 1, 232 F = 4.514018724945799

P<.05

DF = 1, 231 1.668712012577687

NS



,

F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTSTWO GROUP CASE

Attachment B-3
(Page 20 of 29)

81.33

.GRADE = 4
TEST = SCHOOL TYPE 1 VS. 3 <30

NUMBER OF CASES = 424

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR'

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 158.41551
DF = 2, 418

SUM OF.SQUAN44.ADEL 5 = 1.60..0577

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 158.41551

DF = 1, 418
SUM OF SQUAREE, MODEL 2 = 158.43353,

\
MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUAREk, MODEL 2 = 158.43353
DF 1 , 419

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 158.45105

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 158.41551 ,

DF = 2, 418
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 158.45105

F = 2.166566329269147

NS

F = .04754812202415334

NS

F = .04633413141777467

NS

F = .04688846439341837

II.

I.

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUAiES, MODEL 3 = 158.45105

NS

D 1, 420 F = .8271122217239.85.8

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 = 158.76309

NS

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 160.0577
DF, = 1, 420 F = .0107848607096085

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 160.06181

NS

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7--COM1ON LINEAR /NTERCEPTS
o

SUM:OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = '160%06181
DF = 1, 421 F = .792042336644817

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 160.36294

B-68

123
NS



I.

F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS--TWO GROUP CASE

81.33 Attachment B-3
(Page 21 of 29)

GRADE = 4
TEST = SCHOOL TYPE 2 VS. 3 <30

NUMBER OF-CASES = 250.

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 85.99059

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 87.35753
DE = 2, 244 F = 1.939359643886615

NS

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2--COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 85.99059
DF = 1, 244 F = 1.154671923986099

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 86.39752
NS

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 86.3975,2

DF = 1, 245 F.= 4..447926861789549

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 87.96605
P<.05

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 85.99059
DF =,2, 244 F = 2.802703412082645

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 87.96605
NS

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4--EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL'3 = 87.96605

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 = 88.1')627

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6--COMMON LI:NEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 87.35753

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 89.14719

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7--COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 89.14719

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 89.44788

B-69

DF = 1, 7246 F = .6438179274845266

NS

DF = 1, 246 F = 5,039707052156803

P<.05

DF = 1, 247

124

F = .8331213804944469

NS



F VALUES 'FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS--THREE GROUP CASE

81..33 Attachment B-3
(Page 22 of 29)

GRADt = 5
TEST = SCHOOL TYPE <3-0

NUMBER OF CASES = 497

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5--C1JIL-INEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 197.57875

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 209.10367

DF = 3, 488 F = 9.48847140697064

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2--COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 197.57875

P<.001

DF = 2, 488 F .8606000392248711

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 198.27562

1lS

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 198.27562
DF = 2, 490 F = 1.241523037476819

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 199.28037

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3PPARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 197.57875

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 199.28037

1ODEL3 VS MODEL 4--EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 199.28037

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 = 200.16466

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6--COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 209.10367

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 210.26397

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7-1-COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 210.26397

NS

DF = 4, 488 F = 1.05070833781467

NS

DF = 2, 492 F = 1.091604456575422

_NS

DF = 2, 491 F = 1.362260404133509

DF = 2, 493

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7.= 211.84987

B-70

123

NS

F = 1.859207499982045

NS

I.

I.



F VALUES FOR SPSS REGkSSION RESULTSTWO GROUP CASE
81.33 Attachment 3-3

(Page 23 of 29)

GRADE = 5
TEST = SCHOOL TYPE 1 VS. 2 <30

- NUMBER OF-OASES = 276

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5--CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM'OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 106.88844
.DF = 2, 270 F = 13.3292753641086

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 117.44211
P<.001

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2--COMMO4 QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 106.88844
, DF = 1, 270 ' F = 1.089210395436589

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 107.31964
NS

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = '107.31964
DF = 1, 271 .1756506078477365

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL I .= 107.3892 NS

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 1--PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 106.88844
DF = 2, 270 F = .6324594128233155,

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 107.3892 NS

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4--EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 107.3892
DF = 1, 272 F = 1.98080998834147-6

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 = 108.17125

NS

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6--COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 117.44211
DF 1, 272 F-= .176643965269355 :

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 117.51838 NS

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7--COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 117.51838
DF = 1, 273 F = 2.955395828295117

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 118.79059 NS
3-71

126



F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS--TWO GROUP CASE
81.33 Attachment B-3

(Page 24 of 29)

GRADE = 5
TEST = SCHOOL TYPE 1 VS. 3 <30

NUMBER OF CASES = 472

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5--CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 189.83862

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 200.23514
DF = 2, 466

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2-.-CORMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL'1 = 139.83862
DF = 1, 466

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2.= 190.06614

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 * 190.06614 .

Dr = 1, 467

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 191.06267

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 189.83862
DF = 2, 466

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 191.06267

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4-EQUAL .QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 191.06267
DF = 1, 468

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 = 191.30552

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6--COMMON.LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 200.23514
DF = 1, 468

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 201.38365

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7--COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 201.38365
DF = 1, 469

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 202.02522

B-72

F = 12.76025478904135

P<.001

F .5584971066477459

NS

F. = 2.448513501668428

NS

1.502347888959587

NS

F = .594850893688435.6

NS

F = 2.684357401003644

NS

F = 1.494144782855993

NS.



F VXLUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS--TWO GROUP CASE
81.33 Attachment B-3

(Page 25 of 29)

GRADE a 5

TEST = SCHOOL TYPE 2 VS. 3 <30

NUMBER OF CASES a 246

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5--CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 98.43044

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 100.53008'

DF a 2, 240 F = 2.559744729374372

NS

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2--COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 a 98.43044
DF = 1, 240 F 1.468106817362596

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 a 99.03255

NS

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 a 99.03255
DF = 1, 241 F a '.;7n640557574:!!5392

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 99.04473
NS

MO

I

EL 1 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

C SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 a 98.43044
DF a 2, 240 F a .7489024736656674

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 99.04473

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4--EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 a 99.04473

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 a 99.54569

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6--COMMON LINEAR-SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 100.53008

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 a 100.54538

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7--COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 a 100.54538

SUM OF.SQUARES, MODEL 7 a 101.15347
B-73

NS

DF a 1, 242 F a 1.22401585627019

NS

DF a 1, 242 F = .03683076746780206

NS

DF a 1, 243 F 1.46964355796358
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Attachment B-3 II

(Page 26 of 29)

F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESStON RESULTSTHREE GROUP CASE

81.33

GRADE
TEST = IL TYPE <30

NUMBER OF CAStS = 419

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 a 171.487

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 173.83287

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2COMMON OADRATIC_PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, 4tODEL 1 a 171.487

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 a 172.12675

DF = 3, 410 F a 1.869542492045077

NS

DF a

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL i a 172.12675
DF =

SUM.OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 172.66199

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 37-PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 171.487

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 a 172.66192

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4--EQUAL QUADRATiC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 172.66199

SUM oF SQUARES, MODEL 4 a 173.48806

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 67-COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 173.83287

SUM OF SQUARES,"MODEL 6 = 174.3523

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7--COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 174.3523

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 175.22324

. ,

2, 410 F .7647737146256019

2, 412 F = .6405712069739241

NS

DF = 4, 410 F = .7023067346212818 II

DF a 2, 414

DF = 2, 413

DF = 2, 415

B-74

.9903539'858425183

NS

F = .6170426513696704

NS

I

I
F = 1.036522317170462 11

NS



81.33
F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS--TWO GROUP CASE.

.

Attachment B-3
(Page 27 of 29)

GRADE = 6
TEST = SCHOOL TYPE 1 VS. 2 <30

NUMBER OF CASES = 202

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5--CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 82.9999

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 84.93895

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2--COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 82.9999

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 83.44749

DF = 2, 196 F = 2:28948348,1305399

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 83.44749

SUM. OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 83.44942

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL L/NEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 82.9999

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 83.44942

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4--EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 83.44942

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 = 83.71862

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6--COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 84.93895

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 84.94044

NS

DP = 1, 196 F = 1.056960791519026

NS

DF 1, 197 F = 4.556278445282821D-03

NS

DF 2, 196 .5307591936857752 ,

NS

DF = 1, 198 F = .6387294243626808.

. NS

DF = 1, 198 F = 3.4733181 19768R:0;

NS

. MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7--COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 84.94044
DF = 1, 199

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 85.25698
B-75

. 130

. A.7-15956404275745
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F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESHLTSTWO GROUP CASE
81.33 Attachment 8-3

(Page.28 of_29)
GRADE = 6
TEST = SCHOOL TYPE 1 VS. 3 <30

..'-ftMBER OF CASES = 403

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5CURVILI4EAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 165.9052

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5,= 167.291

c

DF = 2, 397 F = 1.658063158960659

NS

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 27-COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF'SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 165.9052
DF = 1, 397 . 20653,40326885498

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 165.99151
NS

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 165:99151

DE 1, 398 1.244077362751866

SUM OF 'SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 166.51037
NS

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3--PAR4LLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 165.9052
OF = 2, 397 F'7= .7240655808256777

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 166.51037
NS

MODEL3 VS MODEL.4EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 166.51037
DF 1, 399 F = 1.66227986169870-1

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 = 167..20428
NS

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6--COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 167.291
DF = 1 399 F = 1.203289417840776

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 167.79551 NS

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7--COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 167.79551
DF = 1, 400 = 1.700212359675169

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 168.50873
B-76

NS

131



F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTSTWO GROUP CASE.

81.33
GRADE = 6
TEST = SCHOOL TYPE 2 VS. 3 <30

NUMBER OF CASES a 213

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

.

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 94.06891

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 95.4358

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2--COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 94.0689i

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL ,! = 94.68308

MODEL 2 VS MOUEL 1--PARALLEL CURVILINEA PES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 94.68308

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 94.74754

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES'

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 94.06891

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 a 94.74754

MODEL3 VS MODSL 4--EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS
-0

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 94.74754

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 = 94.79447

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6--COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 95.4358

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 95.49994

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7--COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS,

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 95.49994

SUM OF. SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 95.55806

Attachment B-3
(Page 29 of 29)

DF = 2, 227 F = 1.649237936317108

NS

DF = 1, 227 F = 1.482068730253172

NS

DF 1, 228 .1552218199914883

NS

DF = 2, 227 F a .8188093707049418

NS

DF = 1, 229 F = .113427430411385.1

NS

DF = 1, 229 .1539051383233548

NS

DF 1, 230 F a .1399749570523348

B-77
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81.33

Attachment 3-4

F-TESTS COMPARING HIG5-ACHIEVING STUDENTS
IN THREE TYPES OF SCHOOLS (One Year Gains)

(Page 1 of 29)

B-78
.133



F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS--THREE GROUP CASE

81.33

GRADE = K
TEST a SCHOOL TYPE >30

NUMBER OF CASES = 288

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5CURVILINEAR VS IIINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 189.70716

SUM or SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 190.23454

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2--COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 189.70716

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 190.17928

Attachment B-4
(Page 2 of 29)

DF = 3, 279 F = .2585371052942884
NS

DF =.2, 279

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 190.17928

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 191.7013

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL LINEAR nuts

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL V a 189.70716

'SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 191.7013

MODEL3 VS NCI,EL 4--EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 191.7013

SUM OF SQUARES., MODEL 4 a 202.29995

MODEL 5 VS MODEL. 6--COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

*SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 190.23454

SUM OF SQUARES, AIDEL 6 = 191.70414

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7--COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

DF.= 2, 28r

F = .3471705548699377
NS -

F a 1.124432745775461
NS

DF a 4, 279 F = .7331893271714157

*NS

DF 2,. 283 F = 7.8231549551301-6
P < .001

DF.= 2, 282 F a 1,..089253297534714

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL '6 = 1,91.70414
DF = 2, 284

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 a 202.74067

B-79

NS

F = 8.17503085744523
o <'.001

I.

I.



F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTSTWO GROUP CASE

81.33
Attachment B-4
(Page 3 of 29)

GRADE = K
TEST = SCHOOL.TYPE 1 VS. 2 >30

NUMBER OF CASES = 25)8

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5--,.CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 137.00839

SUm OF SQUARES, MODEL.5 = 137.42596

%

DF = 2, 202 F = .3078247251865388

NS

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2--COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 137.00839
DF = 1, 202 F .18171,5148977371

SUM. OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 7;j137.13164 NS

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 137.13164
DF = 1, 203 F a ,.3596460306315947 ,

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 =, 137.37459
. NS

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 137.00839
DF = 2, 202 F = .2699557304483344

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 137.37459 NS

MODELI VS mom, 4EQUAL QUADRATIC ENTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 137.37459

SUM OF SQUARES', MODEL 4 = 137.38538

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6--COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 137.42596

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 137.58535

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7--COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 137.58535

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 137.59348

B-80

DF = 1, 204

DF = 1, 204

F = .01602305055104653

NS

F = .2366042049115005

NS

DF = 1, 205 F = .01211357168477797

NS

1 3 5



F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS- -TWO aROUP CASE

81.33
GRADE = k
TEST = SCHOOL TYPE 1 VS. 3 >30

NUMBER 6F CASES = 270

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5--CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 182.18853

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 182,62611

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2--COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 182.18853

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 182.55964

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL CURVILINEAR sLopu

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 182.55964

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 183.82574

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3--PAAXLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 182.18853

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 183.82574

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4--EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 183.82574

SUM OF SQUARES, MObEL 4 = 194.16364

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6--COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 a 182.62611

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 a 183.82873

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7--COMMON LINEAR 'INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 183.82873
DF = 1, 267 F a 15.07457294624186

DF = 2, 264

Attachment 8-4
(Page 4 of 29)

F = :3170373019640702

NS

DF = 1, 264 F = .53775635601209086

NS

DF = 1, 265

DF = 2, 264

DF = 1, 266

DF = 1, 266

F = 1.837845977347455

NS

1.186198274940796

NS

F = 14.95917492294605

p < .001 .

F = 1.751649421870728

HS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 194.20753

B-81

136

< .001

I.

I.



F VALUE* FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS--TWO,GROUP CASE

Attachment 8-3
(Page 5 of 29)

81.33

GRADE = K
TEST = SCHOOL TYPE 2 VS. 3 >30

NUMBER OF CASES = 98

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 60.2174

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 60.41701

MODEL 1 VS MODEL(2COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 60..2174

spm OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 60.28351

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 60.28351

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 60.60219

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 60:2174

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 60.60219

DF = 2,.92 F = .152481840796846

NS

DF = 1, 92 F = .1610027002162154
NS.

DF = 1, 93 .4916309617671546

NS

r,

DF m 2, 92 F .2939406218136271
NS

MODEL3 VS MODEL 47-EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 60.60219
DF = 1, 94 F = 5.276528785510889'

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 = 64.00399 p < .05

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6--COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 60.41701

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 60.93318

MODEL .6 VS MODEL 7-4COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 60.93318

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 64.8003

B-82

DF = 1, 94 F = .8030847604010854
NS

DF = 1, 95

1 3 7

6.029168344734347

p < .05



81.33

F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTSTHREE GROUP CASE
Attachment B-4
(Page 6 of 29)

GRADE = 1
TEST = SCHOOL TYPE >30

NUMBER OF CASES = '858

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5CURVILINEAR.VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 409.48134

'SUM OF §QUARES, MODEL 3 = 414.97867-
DF = 3, 849

(1.

3.799304725338643

p< .01

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2--COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 409.48134
DF = 2, 849 .6253444662460007

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 410.08456 NS

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 410.08456
DF = 2, 851 F = .1037072085815591

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 410.18451 NS

MODEL 1 YS 1ODEL'3PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 409.48134

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 410.18451

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4 --EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 410.18451

DF = 4, 849 .3644801799759593

NS

DF = 2, 853 F = 6.096518491154157

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 = 416.04781 p < .01

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6--COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 414.97867
DF = 2, 852 F,= .315687358096456

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 415.28619 NS

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7--COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MQDEL 6 415.28619
DF = 2,' 854 F 5.646345114437815

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 420.77764

. B-83
ofr

1 36,

p < .01



F VALUES FOR spss REGRESSION RESULTS--TWO GROUP CAS'E

81.33
Attachment B-4
(Page 7 of 29)

GRADE = 1
TEST = SCHOOL TYPE 1 VS. 2 >30

NUMBER OF CASES = 568

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5--CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 261.34632
DF = 2, 562 F = 4.539436943286582

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 265.56826 p 4 .05

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2--COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL J =, 261.34632
DF = 1, 562 F = 1.227643764029259

'SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 261.91721 NS

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES
. v.;

-

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 261.91721 .

DF = 1.; 563 F'= .1695982482403599

SUM OF SQUARES,.MODEL-3 = 261.99611 -

,1
NS

MODEL. 1 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 261.34632
DF = 2, 562 F = .6986552938644739

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 261.9961.1

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4--EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 261.99611

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 = 262.03067

MODEL 5 ys MODEL 6--COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 265.56826

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 265.84337

DF = 1, 564

DF = 1, 564

NS

.074197440481079-88 -

NS

F = .5842642490484626,
NS

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7--COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 265.84337
DF = 1, 565 F = .0927911047771983

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 265.8'8703 NS

B-84



F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS--TWO GROUP CASE
81.33 Attachment B-4

(Page 8 of 29)
GRADE = 1
TEST = SCHOOL TYPE 1 VS. 3,, >30

NUMBER OF CASES = 750

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5--CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 362.63203
DF = , 744 Fa

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 368.1257

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2--COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

S?(IM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 a 362.63203
DF = 1, 744 F =

SUM OF.SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 362.75906

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 362.75906
DF = 1, 745 F =

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 362.80182

MODEL 1 VS,MODEC 3--PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 362.63203
DF = , 744

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 362.80182

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4--EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

5.635589443105724

p <

.26062319977636,37

N$

..08781641456453472

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 362.80i82
DF = 746 F =

SUM"OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 = 367.96274

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6--COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 368.1257
DF 1, 746 F

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 368.12719

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7--COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 368.12719
DF sit 1, 747 F

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 372.84297

B-85

NS

.1741762303787661

NS

10.611981825229.

p < .01

3.019457755877884D-03

NS

9.56921345581673

p < .05



F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS--TWO GROUP CASE

81.33 Attachment B-4
(Page 9 of 29)

GRADE 1

TEST = SCHOOL TYPE 2 VS.3 >3Q

NUMBER OF CASES = 398

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5--CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 194.98432

SUM OF SQUARESMODEL 5 = 196.26337

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2--COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

:SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 .= 194.98432

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 195.23272

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES-, MODEL 2 = 195.23272

, SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 195.299'28

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3--PARAL EL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 194.98432

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 195.29928

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4--EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 195.29928

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 a 198.19465

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6--COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 196.26337

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 196.53105

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7--COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 a 196.53105

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 199.31023
B-86

DF = 2, 392 F = 1.285712615250298

NS

DF a 1, 392 F = .4993878482126228

NS

DF = 1, 393 .1339840985670826

NS

DF = 2, 392 F.= .3166006374256173

NS

DF a 1, 394 5.84111736119048-3

p < .05

DF = 1, 394 F = .5373693522127916

NS

DF = 1, 395 F = 5.585764183318616'

p < .05

14_i



F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS--THREE GROUP CASE

81.33

GRADE = 2
TEST = SCHOOL TYPE >30

NUMBER OF CASES = 720

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5--CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 228.44329

SUM OF SQUARES, MLJEL 5.= 230.54127

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2--COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 228.44329

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 229.78706

Attachment B-4
(Page 10 of 29)

DF = 3, 711 F = 2.17656.3207437606

NS

DF = 2, 711 F = 2.091154592459242

NS

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3--PARALI,EL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 229.78706

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 229.8543

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 228.44329

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 229.8543

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4--EQUAL QUADRATIC ;NTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 229.8543

SUM OF SQUARES., MODEL 4 = 234.69843

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6--COMMON LINEAR SyPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 230.54127

SUM OF SQUARES, HOEIL 6 = 230.56016

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7--COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 230.56016

DF 2, 713 F = ,.104318580 635259

NS-

DF = 4, 711 1.091896232802461

NS

.DF 2, 715 F = 7.53423570931671-7

f. 4 .001

DF = 2, 714

DF = 2, 716

'SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 235.38251

. B1-87

1 4

I

.02925172573222846

NS I

F = 7.487856097948579

P < .001

I.



F VALUES FOR spsa REGREAION RESULTSTWO GROUP CASE
81.33 . Attachwant B-4

(Page of 29)
GRADE =
TEST a SCHOOL TYPE 1 VS. 2 >30

NUMBER OF CASES = 488

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

sun OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 153.35646

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 a 15544921

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2--COMMON QUADRATIC PORT

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 153.35646

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 154.35131

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3-1ARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES'

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 154.35131

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 154.3598

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 153.35646

0
SUM OF SQUARES, MODIEL 3 = 154.3598

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

DF = , 482 F =

DE 1, 482 F

OF 1, 483 F =

DF = 2, .482

3.288761034259663

p < .05

3.126817742141423

NS

.02656712V45818001

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 a 154.3598
DF = 1, 484 F =

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 = 159.16854

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6--COMMON LINEAR SLOPES.

§UM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 155.44921
DF = 1, 484 F

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 155.45434

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7--COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 155.45434
DF a 1, 485 F =

SUM OF SQUARSS, MODEL 7 .4 160.19725

B-88

14 3

NS

1.576750923958471

NS

15.07795527073759

p < ^An

.01597254820400088

NS

14.79734403040791

p < .001



VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS-:-TWO GROUP CASE

81.33

GRADE = 2
TEST = SCHOOL TYP.E 1 VS. 3 >30

NUMBER OF CASES = 644

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5--CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 207.61863

SUM*OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 208.01323

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2--COMMON QUADRA= PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 207.61863

SUM OF §QUARES, MODEL 2 = 207,.73858

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

,SUM OF'SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 207.73858

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 207.76843

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL.]: = 207.61863

'SUM,OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 207.76843

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4--EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF.SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 207.76843

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 = 208.3852

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6--COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 208.01323

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 208.02262

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7--COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

. SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 208.02262

SUM OF SQUARE'S', MODEL 7 = 208.6496

DF = 2, 638

DF = 1, 639

Attachment B-4
(Page 12 of 29)

.6062914488935858

NS

.3685993882148224 II

NS

F = .09181804362003609

NS

DF = 2, 638 F = .2301633528744601

DF = 1,.640

DF = 1, 640

7DF = 1, 641

B-89

14 4

NS

1

1.89986900319746

NS I.

.02889047009173342

NS
.

F = 1.931973455579012
NS'



F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS--TWO GROUP CASE

81.33 Attachment B-4
(Page 13 of 29)

GRADE = 2
TEST = SCHOOL TYPE 2 VS. 3 >30-

NUMBER CT CASES = 308

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5--CURVILINEAR vS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 95.9115

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL, 5 = 97.62011

MODEL 1 VS MODEL .2--COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARE4TDEL 1 = 95.9115

2)
DF = 1, 302 4.229823118187072

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 =. 97.25484

DF = 2, 302 F = 2.689980972041935 ,

NS

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3-1PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES,, MODEL 2 = 97.25484

. SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 97.29807

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 37-PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 95.9115

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 97.29807

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4--EUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 97.29807

SUM OF'SQUARES, MODEL 4 = 99.63008

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6--COMMOZ4 LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 97.62011

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 97.63561

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7--COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 97.63561

sum OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 99.96453

B-90

p<:05

DF = 1 303 .1346841966939678

NS

DF = 2, 302 F = 2.182971489341735

NS

DF 1, 304 F = 7.28617782449334"

p<.01

-

DF = 1, 304 F = .04826874298748853

NS

DF = 1, 305 F = 7.275220588062076

p c'rol

14 5



81.33

F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS-7THREE GROUP CASE.
Attachtent B-4 II

(Page:I4 of 29),

GRADE = 3
TEST = 5CHOOL TYPE >30

NUMBER bF CASES = 592

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5--CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 207.64628

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 210.07501

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2--COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION.

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 207.64628

SUM pF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 209.32804

DF = 3, 583

DF = 2, 583

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 209.52804
DF a 2, 585

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 210.96294

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 1--PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 a 207.64628
DF = 4, 583

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 210.96294

MODEt3 VS MODEL 4--EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SOM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 a 210.96294

F = 2:27301542154604

NS

2.641670440712928

' NS

F'a 2.003112566699912

NS

F a 2.328012786937483
NS

DF = 2, 587 F = 1.1364062569473

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 = 211.77977 NS

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6--COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 210.07501
DF 4 2, 586 F = 1.987880947857621

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 a 211.50028 NS

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7--COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 a 211.50028 '

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 212.3007

DF a 2, 588

8-91

1 4 6'

1.11263909078508
' NS



F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS--TWO GROUP CASE

81.33
GRADE = 3
TEST = SCHOOL TYPE 1 VS. 2 >30

NUMBER OF CASES = 433

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5--CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 151.56972

'SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 151.84552

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2--COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MOYEL 1 = 151.56972

SUM CF SQUARES, MOW, 2 = 151.84341

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, mopu 2 = 151.84341

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 152.88116

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 151.56972 ,

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 152,88116

4ODEL3 VS MODEL 4--EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 152.88116

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 = 153.70354

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6--COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL '5 = 151.84552

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 152.88587

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7--COMMON LINEAR.INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 152.88587

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 153.70677
B-92

Attachment B-4
\J (Page 15 of 29)

DF = 2, 427. F = .3884898645982856

DF = 1, 427

NS

F = .7710354680341122

NS

DF 1, 428 F 2.925098955562188

NS

DF = 2, 427 F = 1.847284800684465

NS

DF = 1, 429 F 2.307681469711504

NS

DF = 1, 429 F = 2.939238181014505

DF = 1, 430

NS

2.308826839262501

NS



A

-F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS--TWO GROUP CASE

# 81.33 .

Attachment 3-4
(Page 16 of 29)

GRADE = 3
TEST = SCHOOL TYPE I S. 3 >30

. NUMBER OF CASES = 512

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5--CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 184.89219
,F = 2, 506 F

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL = 187.11534

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2--COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 184.89219
DF = 1, 506 F

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 186.15169

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 186.15169
DF w 1, 507 F

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 18690348

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 184.89219
DF = 2, 506 F

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 186.90348

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4--EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 186.90348

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 = 186.9037

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6--COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 187.11534

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 187.80317

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7--COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 187.80317

SUM,OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 187.804
B-93

= 3.042080630880083

p < .05

= 3.446911413618929

NS

2.047564166621318

NS

= 2.752178823778331

NS

DF E 1, 508 F 5.979556934915208D-04 II.

DF = 1, 508

I

1.86739 738165352

NS
/

/

,1

DF = , 509 F = 2.249536043509176D-03

I.NS



F VALUES FOR SPS$ REGRESSION RESULTSTWO GROUP CASE

.33 'Attachment 8-4

GR DE = 3
TEST = SCHOOL TYPE 2 ys. 3 >30

NUMBER OF CASES = 239

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 78.83065

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 81.18916

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2--COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 18.83065

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 80.42907

MODEL 2 VS'NuL 3--PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF.SQUARES, MODEL 2 =, 80,42907
DF 1, 234 F = .3238448486349616

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 80.54038000000001

.(Page 17 of 29)

DF = 2 233 F = 3.485527710351239

DF = 1, 233

NS

4.724455018447771

p< .05

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MMEL 1 == 78.83065
DF = 2, 233

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 80..54038000000001

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4--EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3.= 80.54038000000001
DF =

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 = 80.98053

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6--WM1ON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 81.18916

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 81.34447

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7--COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 81.34447

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 41.75475

B-94

DF =

DF =

1, 235

1, 235

1, 236

_14:4

NS

F = 2.526727167668924

NS

1.28426573105316'6

NS

.4495409239361461

NS

F = 1.190321603914814

NS



F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS--THREE GROUP CASE

81.33
Attachment B-4
(Page 18 of 29)

GRADE = 4 .

TEST = SCHOOL TYPE >30

NUMBER OF CASES = 597

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5--CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 227.35725

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 a 228.37963

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2--COMMON,QUADRATIC,PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 227.35725

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL g - 227.49661

DF = 3, 588 F = .8813727244819042

, DF 2, 588

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 227.49663

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 227.60476

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 227.35725

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 227.60476
NS.

DF = 2; 590

NS

.1802349386263146

NS

.140214604497666

NS

DF = 4, 588 F .1600299528605301 II

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4--EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3.= 227.60476

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 = 228.14796

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6--COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 228.37963

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 228.58285
NS

DF = 2, 592 F = .7064316229590308

NS

DF = 2, 591 F = .2629459991681371

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7--COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 228.58285
DF = 2, 593

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 229.15832 ,

B-95

F =I .7464551911921642

NS



F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS--TWO GROUP CASE

81.33 Attachment B-4
(Page 19 of 29)

GRADE = 4
TEST = SCHOOL TYPE 1 VS. 2 >30

NUMBER OF CASES = 331

\

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 133.97748
DF = 2, 325

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 134.39642

MODEL 1 VS MOOEL 2--.COMMON QUADRATICPORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 133.97748
DF = 1, 325

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 134.08886

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUMOFSQUARES,MODEL 2 = 134.08886
DF = 1, 326

SUM OF SQUARE* MODEL 3 = 134.20459

,MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 133.97748
DF = 2 325

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 134.20459

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4--EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL Tc-= 134.20459

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 = 134.34505

MODEL 5 VS MODEL .6-=COMMON LINEAR"SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 34.39642

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 134.59955

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7--COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 134.59955

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 134.72628

B-96

F = .5081283063392478

NS

F .2701814666542478

NS

.2813655064261185

NS

.2754595399167124

NS,

DF = 1, 327 F = .3422417966479217

NS t.

DF = 1, '327 F = .494235709,5523776

DF = 1,.328

151

NS

F = .3088216235539383

NS



81.33

,F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS--TWO GROUP CASE

Attachment 134.4

(Page 20 of 29)
GRADE a 4
TEST a SCHOOL TYPE 1 VS. 1 ?30

. NUMBER OF CASES = 567

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5--CURVILINEAR VS.LINEAR

.SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 221.15463

-SUM OF SCiUARE., MODEL 5 a 224.11771
DF = 2, 561 F = 1.21056638480116

NS'

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2--COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

smtu SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 221.15463
DF = 1, 561 F = .04236008905574974

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 221.17148

NS

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 a 221.17148
DF 1, 562 F =. .03414737402824507

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 a 221.18504

NS

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 1-1PARALLEL L EAR.SLOPES

-SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 223.15463

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 223. 8504
DF = 2, 561 F = :03822463822507268

NS

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4--EQUAL QUADRATIC IN RCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 223.18504

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 = 223.67557

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6--COM4ON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 a 224.11771

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 224.12344

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7--COMMON LINEAR ENTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 224.12144

SUM Or SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 224.65777

DF = 1, 563 F = 1.23739651188091-2

DF = 1, 563

'DF = 1, 564

B-97

152

Ng

1

4
F = .01439417705990251

NS

F = 1.34462562238024

NS



F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESiION RESULTSTWO GROUP CASE

8.1.33 AttachmP-It B-4
(Page 21 fo 29)

GRADE - 4

TEST = SCHOOL TYPE 2 VS. 3 >30

NUMBER OF CASES = 296

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 97.58239

A

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 98.24513

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2--COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM QF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 97.58239

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 97.71367

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES
4

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 97.71367

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 97.78598

/7

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 97.58239

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 97.78598

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4--EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 97.78598

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 = 97.7845

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6--COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 98.24513

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 98.42685

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 98.42685

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 98.42755

B-98

DF = , 290 F .9847811679955797

NS

DF = 1, 290 F = .3901441643312853

NS

DF = 1, 291 F .215345611315182

NS

DF 2, 290 F = .3025192352841508

DF = 1, 292

DF 1,292

NS

,F = -4.419447
NS

439409D-03

//
F = .54010046095922571

NS

DF = 1, 293 F 2.08378100082003D-03

NS



F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTSTHREE GROUP CASE
81.33 Attachmont B-4

(Page 22 of 29)
GRADE = 5
TEST = SCHOOL TYPE >30

NUMBER OF CASES = 509

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 292.37924

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 314.58701
DF = 3, 500 F = 12.65922642113715

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2--COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM .OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 292.37924

p<-.'001

DF = 2, 500 F = 8.197777653433945
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 301.96668 p<.001

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 301.96668
DF = 2, 502 F = 4.610539248899903

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 307.51341 p<.01

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 292.37924

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 307.51341

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4--EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 307.51341

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 = 308.84546

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6--COM1ON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES,,MODEL 5 = 314.58701

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 319.85075

MODEL 6 .S MODEL 7--COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 319.85075

SUM OF SOARES, MODEL 7 = 321.35037

DF = 4, 500 F = 6.470265296537465

DF = 2, 504

p < .001

F 1.091583615816954

NS

DF = 2, 503 F = 4.208154081123692

p<.05

DF = 2, 505

B-99

151

1.183846059451172

.NS



81,33

F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS-7TWO GROUP CASE

Attachment B-4
(Page 23 of ZS)

GRADE = 5
TEST = SCHOOL TYPE 1 VS. 2 >30

NUMBER OF CASES = 268

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5--CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 203.00879

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 224.98656

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2--COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEC1 = 203.00879

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 .= 203,99741

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 203.90741

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 203.90918

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 203.00879

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 203.90918

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4--EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 203,90918

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 = 204.32323

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6--CO1MON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 224.98656

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 225.49992

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7--COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 225.49992 .

SVM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 226.00886

B-100

DF = 2, 262 F = 14.18208477573804

p<.001

DF = , 262 F = 1.159745053403847

NS

DF 263 F 2..2829479321037411D-03

NS
,

bF = , 262 F = .5810146939942857

NS

DF = 1, 264 F =. .53606806716598-

NS

DF ,s 1, 264 .6023783820686957

NS

DF = , 265,, F = .5980893474374489

155
NS



F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS--TWO GROUP CASE

81.33 Attachment B-4
(Page 24 of 29)

GRADE = 5
TEST = SCHOOL TYPE 1 VS. 3 >30

NUMBER OF CASES * 478

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5--CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 280.37332

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 302.56639

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2--COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 =. 280.37332

SUM OF SQUARES, IODEL 2 = 289.75879

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL -CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 289.75879

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 295.30055

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 280.37332

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 295.30055

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4--EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

DF al 2, 472 18.68068088646951

p<.001

DF = 1, 472 F = 15.80015473654911

DF = 1, 473

p<.001

9.046326014820816

P < .01

I.

DF = 2, 472 F = 12:56477000022684
p < .001

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 295.30055
DF = 1, 474 F =

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL to = 296.26785

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6--COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 302.56639
DF = , 474 F

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 307.75683

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7--COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 307.75683
DF = 1, 475 F =

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 308.88764

13-101

-1 5u

I.

1.552656099015045

NS1

8.131334613867724

p<.01

1.745321947850836

NS.



F VALUES FOR SPSS RiGRESSION RESULTS--TWO GROUP CASE,

81.33
Attachment B-4
(Page 25 of 29)

GRADE = 5
TEST me SCHOOL TYPE 2 VS. 3 >30

NUMBER OF CASES = 272

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5--CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 101.37638

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 101.62107

DF 2, 266 F 3210192551756119

NS

MODEL 1 VS MuDEL 2--COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 101.37638
DF = 1, 266 F = 5.247770733123781D-04

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 101.37658
NS

,MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 101.37658
DF = 1, 267 .1532312492648203

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 =. 101.43476
NS

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 101.37638
DF -A 2, 266 F = .076591208507999

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 101.43476

I.

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4--EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 101.43476

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 = 101.69625'

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6--COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 101.62107

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6-= 101.64967

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7--COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 101.64967

SUM .OF' SQUARES , MdDEL 7 = 101.90992

B-102

DF = 1, 268

NS

..690860719784816-

NS

DF = 1, '268 F = .07542530304001156

DF = 1, 269

1 7:7

NS

.6887110405769127

NS



F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTSTHREE GROUP CASE .

Attachment 13-4
(Page 26 of 29)

81.33

GRADE = 6
TEST = SCHOOL TYPE >30

NUMBER OF CASES = 451

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 177.45068

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 177.6486

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2--COMMON QUADRATIC PORTIOW

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 177.45068

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 177.57291

DF = 3, 442 . F.= .1643285522114216

DF = 2, 442

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 177.57291

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 178.76137

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 177.45068

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 178.76137

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4--EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 178.76137

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 = 178.78387

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6-:-COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SOARES, MODEL 5 = 177.6486

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 178.79311

MODEL. 6 VS MODEL 7COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 178.79311

SUM OF SQUARES, 'MODEL 7 = 178.8195

DF = 2, 444

DF =

DF =

NS

F = .1522272554830425

NS

F = 1.485801634945334

NS

4, 442 F = .816177458435212

NS

2, 446 .028068144700386-88

DF = 2, 445

NS

F = 1.433467390117353

NS

DF = 2, 447 F .0329887712115922

B-103

1 58

NS

a



1

F VALUES FO,2 SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS--TWO GROUP CASE .

Attachment B-4
(Page 27 of 29)

81.33
GRADE a 6
TEST = SCHOOL TYPE 1 VS. 2 >30

NUMBER OF CASES a 240

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5--CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1, = 101.34394

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 101.34741

DF = 2, 234

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2--CO4MON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 101.34394
DF = 1, 234

SUM OF. SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 101.34679

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 101.34679
DF = 1, 235

SUM OF SQUARES, &DEL 3 101.7765

0

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 101.34394
DF = 2, 234

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 101.7765

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4--EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS .

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 a, 101.7765

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 = 101.77766

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6--COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 101.34741

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 101.80543
*

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7--COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 101.80543 A

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 101.80651

B-104

1

6060944544071D-63

NS

F = 6.580561205732759D-03

NS

F = .9963990466068176

NS

F = .4993837816054959

NS

DF a 1, 236 F 2.68981542890252D-03,.

NS

DF = 1, 236 F = 1.066556313575258

NS

DF 1, 237 F = 2.514207739209705D-03

NS



a

81.33

F VALUES FOR SPS$ REGRESSION RESULTS-=TWO GROUP CASE

Attachment B-4
(Page 28 of 29)GRADE = 6

TEST = SCHOOL TYPE 1 VS. 3 >30

NUMBER OF CASES 434

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5--CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 165.72493

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 165.91978

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2--COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

DF = 2, 428 F = .251609097074289

NS

1

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 165.72493 v

DF = 1,.428 F = .3015435275791017
SOM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = p165.84169

,

01,EL 2 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL CURVILIIVEAR SLOPES''

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 165.84169

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 166.63943

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 166.-63943

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4--EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 166.63943

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4'= 166.65615

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6--COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM,OF.SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 165.91978

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 166,1191

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7--COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 166.7191

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 166.74151

B-105

DF =

DF =

NS

1, 429 F = 2.063597277610606

NS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL.1 = 165.72493
2, 428 F = 1.180890527454438

NS

DF = 1, 430

DF = 1, 430

DF = 1; 431

F = .04314465069882483

NS

,±7

F = 2.071528783367475

NS

I.

.05793403395292943 I

NS



F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULtSTWO GROIIP CASE
81.33 1 Attachment B-4

(Page 29 of 29)
GRADE = 6
TEST = SCHOOL LYPE 2 VS. 3 >30

NUMBER OF CASES = 228

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5CURVILI1EAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 87.83249

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 88.03

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2--COMMO4 QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 87.83249

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL.2 = 87.84233

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3-7PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 87.84233 ,

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 88.15118

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 87.83249

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 88.15118

1ODEL3 VS MODEL 4--EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 88.15118

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 = 88.18313

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6--COM1ON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 88.03

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 88.24691

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7--COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 88.24691

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 88.2825

B-106

DF = 2, 22t2

,
F = .2496070645384178

NS

DF = 1, 222 F = .02487097883710361

NS

DF 1, 223 F = .7840587789508762

N8

DF = 2, 222 F = .40275062223557

DF 1,

DF = 1, 224

DF = 1, 225

16i

NS

F .08118779578447424

NS

.5519463819152571

NS

F a .09074255404523742

NS



81.33

Attachment B-5

F -TESTS COMPARING LOW-ACHIEVING STUDENTS
IN THREE TYPES OF SCHOOLS (TTAio -Year Gains)

(Page 1 of 21)

B-107

162



F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTSTHREE GROUP CASE
81.33 Attachment B-5

(Page 2 of 21)

GRADE = 2
TEST = LONG. SCHOOL TYPE <30

NUMBER OF CASES = 453

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5CURVILI4EAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 193.75841

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 194.30825
OF 3, 444 F .4199885826891331

NS

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2--COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 193.75841
DF = 21 444- .3752696979707909

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 194.08594
t NS

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 194.08594
DF = 2, 446 F = 2.013602033967201

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 195.83846
NS

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 193.75841

JUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 195.83846

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4EQUAL QUADRATIC IN

SUM OF $QUARES, MODEL 3 = 195.83846

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 = 201.75283

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6--COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL'S = 194.30825

SUM OF WARES, MODEL 6 = 196.00041

DF = 4, 444,

TERCEPTS

F = 1.191615631032482

NS

DF = 2, 448

DF = 2, 447

F = 6.764855483442831

p < .01

1.94644936589157

NSa

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTSc,

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 196:00047

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 202.20085

DF = 2, 449 F = 7.101948837163502

p < .001
B-108

1 6'd

I.

I.



F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTSTWO GROUP CASE

81.33 Attachment B-5
(Page 3 of 21)

GRADEr= 2
TEST = LONG. SCHOOL TYPE <30 1 ys. 2
NUMBER OF CASES a 333

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5--CURVILI4EAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL'1 = 145.54179

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 145.74652
DF = 2, 1327 F = .2299911653666087

NS

.MODEL 1 VS MdDEL 2--COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SOHARES, MODEL 1 = 145.54179
.DF = 1, 327 F a .4069587848273752

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 a 145.72292 NS

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 145.72292
DF a 1, 328 F = 2.067898172778861

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 146.64164 NS

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL LINEAR'SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 a 145.54179

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL. 3 = 146.64164

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4--EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCFPTS

.SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 146.64164

SUM OF.SQUARES, MODEL 4 = 151.29046

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6--COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 145.74652

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 146.6417

MODEL 6VS MODEL 7--COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 146.6417

SUM OF SQUARES,' MODEL 7 a 151.34885

DF = 2, 327 F = 1.235559044587816
NS

DF a 1, 329 F a 10.4299282250253
p < .01

DF = 1, 329 F = 2.020729002654746
NS

DF = 1, 330 F = 10.59289069889397
p < .01

B-109

164



F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTSTWO GROUP CASE

81.33
GRADE. = 2

TEST = LONG. SCHOOL:TYPE <30 1 VS. 3

NUMBER OF CASES = 367

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 150.4347 -

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 150.92512

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 27-COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 150.4347

SUM OF SQUARES,. MODEL 2 = 150.46427

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 150.46427

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 151.-76304'

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 150.4347

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 151.76304

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4--EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 151.76304

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4.= 154.91985

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 150.92512

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 -,-- 152.25136

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARL.S, MODEL 6.= 152.25136

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 155,,,66672

Attachment 8-5
(Page 4 of 21)

DF = 2, 361 F = .5884334531860007

NS I.

361 F = .07095949272342855 1
NS

.DF = I, 362 F = 3.124693590046322

DF = 2, 361

DE =1 1, 363

DF = 1, 363

DF = 1, 364

B-110

-166

NS

1.593816918569985
NS

II;
F = 7.550731917336391

p<

3.189827644331172

p < .05'

8.165385452057711
p < .01

I.

1



81.33

F VALUES FOR SPSS RECRESStON RESULTSTWO GROUP CASE

Attachment B-5
(Page 5 of 21)

GRADE = 2
TEST a LONG. SCHOOL TYPE <30 2 VS. 3

NUMBER OF CASES = 206

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 91.54034

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 a 91.94487
DF = 2, 200

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 91.54034
DF = 1, 200

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 a 91.85707

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3PARALLEL.CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 91.95707
DF a 1,. 201

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 91.86655

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 91.54034
DF = 2, 200

SUN OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 91.86655

F .4419144608813968
NS

F a .6920009254936085
NS

F = .0207439666865692
NS

F a .3563565527504045
NS

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4--EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEiTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 91.86655

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 = 92.22203
NS

OF = 1, 202 F = .7816442437426899-

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6--COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 a 91.94487

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 91.96602

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7--COMMON LINEAR TNTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 9.96402

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 92.32174

DF = 1, 202 F = .04646588765637984
NS

DF = 1, 203 F = .7851939227118882
NS

B-111



81.33 F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS.--THREE GROUP C
AccASE achment B-5

(Page 6 of 21)

GRADE = 3
TEST = LONG. SCHOOL TYPE <30

NUMBER OF CASES = 174

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5--CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 87.77215
Dt = 3, 165 F = .1945537394264593

SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 5 = 88.08263 NS

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2--COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 87.77215
DF = 2, 165 .1422495632156663

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 87.92349 NS,

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 87.92344,,
DF = 2, 167 F = 3.518171594416918

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 91.62804 p < .05

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 87.77215

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 91.62804

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4--EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 91.62804

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 am 92.484113

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6--COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 88.08263

SUM 'CIF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 92.18604

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7--COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 92.18604

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 93.03493

DF = 4,

DF 2, 169

F = 1.812140439763637

NS

.7893997841708736

NS

DF = 2, 168 F = 3.913216941864698

p < .05

DF 2, 170 F = .782'7177520587724

B-112

1 6

NS

I.



F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTSTWO GROUP CASE

81.33
GRADE = 3
rEsT - LONG. SCHOOL rYPE <31) 1 VS. 2

NUMBER OF CASES = 140

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

sbm OF SQUARES,- MODEL 1- = 71.8897
DF = 2, 1,34

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 72.17972

mODEL 1 VS MODEL 2COMMO4 QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 71.8897
DF = 1, 134

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 71.90873

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 71.90873
DF = 1, 135

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 74.29792

MODEL 1 VS .MODEL 3PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES,/MODEL 1 = 71.8897
DF = 2, 134

SUM OF SQUARES
/'

MODEL 3, = 74.29792

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 74.29792

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 = 75.09489

DF = 1, 136

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6--COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM oF SQUARES, MODEL 5.= '72.17972
4

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 75.50553

DF 1, 136

MODEI: 6 VS MODEL 3COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

sUm OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 75.50553
DF = 1, 137

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 =, 76.13769

B-113

.

Attachment B-5
(Page 7 of 21) .

Ii F .2702937973033674

NS

F = :03547128448164153

NS

F = 4.485417139198539

p < .05

. Ft= 2.244420828018478

NS

F = 1.45882845710889.

NS

F = 6.266443815520486

- p 4..05

F = 1.147014265047866

168
NS



GRADE = 3
TEST = LONG. SCHOOL TYPE <30 I VS. 3

NUMBER OF CASES = 135

F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTSTWO GROUP CASE

81.33 Attachment B-5 ,

(Page 8 of 21)

Y,ODEL I VS MODEL 5CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES MODEL 1 = 64.29078
DF = , 129 F = .2642772416200252

&Pi OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 64.5542 NS

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2--COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 64.29078
DF = I, 129 F = .3035847441888228

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 64.44208
NS

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3-1PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 64.44208
DF = I, 130 .1239438578022296

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 64.50352
NS

MODEL I VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 64.29078
DF = 2, 129 F = .2134323148669202

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 64.50352 NS

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4--EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 64.50352

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 = 64.62002

MODEL 5 VS MODEt 6--COM1ON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 64.5542

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 64.57433

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7--COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 64.57433.

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 64.7209

DF = 1, 131

DF = I, 131

.2365994910045225

NS

F = .04084985949791025

NS

F = .2996119355787329

NS

IH

1



GRADE = 3
TEST = LONG. SCHOOL TYPE <30 2 VS. 3

NUMBER OF CASES = 73

F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTSTWO GROUP CASE

81.33
Attachment B-5
(Page 9 of 21)

mODEL 1 VS MODEL 5CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 39.36383

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 39.43133

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2CO4MON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 39.36383

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 39.42532

DF .= 2, 67 F = .05744486753448525
NS

, pF - 1, 67

MODEL 2 VS MODEL3--PARALLEL CURULINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 39.42532

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 42.5138

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF kUARES, MODEL 1 = 39.36383

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 42.5138

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4--EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 42.5138

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 = 43.32276

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6--COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 39.43133

SUM.OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 42.52605

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7COMMON LINEA'R INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 42.52605

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 43.35485

F = .1046602934724594
NS.

DF = I, 68 F = 5.326948265733797
p < .05

DF = 2, 67 F = 2.680734953890411
NS

DF = 1, 69 F = 1.312944032290693

NS

OF = 1, 69 F = 5.415381119531093

P < +03

DF = .1, 70 F = 1.564246150300817

NS
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F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTSTHREE GROUP CASE

81.33 Attachment B-5
GkADE = 4 (Page 10 of 21)
TEST = LONG. SCHOOL TYPE <30

NUMBER OF CASES = 216

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5--CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 109.44389

SUM OF SQOARES, MODEL 5 = 110.27691
DF 3, 207 F = .5251858280987644

NS

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 109.44389
.DF = 2, 207 F = .1187881296982408

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 109.5695 NS

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 1.--PARALLEL CtRVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 109.5695
DF = 2, 209 F = .879885050128003

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 110.49207
NS

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 109.443139

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 110.49207

OF 6 4, 207 F .4956267088094192

NS

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4--EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

.SUM OF.SQUARES, 4ODEL.3 = 10.49207
pF 2, 211 F = .1016405521228814.

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 = 110.59852
NS

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6--COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 110.27691
DF = 2, 210 F = .4901851167211706

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 110.79173
NS

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7--COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 110.79173
DF = 2, 212 F = .114398610798838

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 110.9113
NS

B -116
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F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULLS--TWO GROUP CASE

81.33 Attachment B-5
(Page 11 of 21)

GRADE = 4
TESL' = LONG. SCHOOL TYPE <10 J VS. 2
NUMBER OF CASES = 122

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5--CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 48.69444

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5.= 49.28411

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2--COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 48.69444

SUM OF SQUARES, 'MODEL 2 = 48.81564

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 48.81564

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 48.82342

MODEL1 VS MODEL 3--pARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM pF SQUARES, MODEL 1 a 48.69444

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 48.82342

IODE:,3 VS MODEL 4--EQUAL QUADR1.1TIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 48.82342

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 = 48.8269

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6--COMMON

SUM.OF SQUARES-, MODEL 5

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6

AIadAR SLOPES

N
= 49.28411

= 9.28534

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7--COMMON LINEAR4IERCEPTS

SJM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 =: 49.28534

SUM OF SQUARES, 'MODEL 7 = 49.31407

DF = 2, 116 F = .7023565729475469

NS

DF = 1, 116 F = ,2887229014236511

NS

DF = 1, 117 = ..0186468926762005

NS

DF = 2, 116 F = .1536282171024036

NS

DF = 1, 118 F = 8.410717643292101D-0-1

NS

DF = 1, 118 F = 2.944965425975131D-03

NS

DF = 1, 119 F = .06936890361312183
NS

8-117 '



F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULtSTWO GROUP CASE
81.33 Attachment B-5

(Page 12 of 21)

GRADE = 4
TEST = LONG. SCHOOL TYPE <30 1 VS. 3

NUMBER OF CASES = 190

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 99.43324

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 100.10157

Dr= 2, 184 F = .6183682639728904

NS

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 99.43324
DF = 1, 184 F = .01967068557757769

SUM OF SQUARES,.MODEL 2 = 99.44387 NS

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3PARALLEL CU ILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 9.44387
DF = 1, 185 F = 1.617459175713899

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 100.31331 NS

MODEL 1 VS MODEL-3PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 99.43324
DF = 2, 184 F = .8142794099840254

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 100.31331 NS

1ODEL3 VS MODEL 4EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPT4

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 100.31331
DF = 1, 186 F = .1701034488842968

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 = 100.40505 NS

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 100.10157
DF = 1,.186 F = 1.087181749497037

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 100.68667 NS

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7--COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 100.68667

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 100.78067

DF = 1, 187

B-118

F = .1745812032516342

NS



F VALUES FOR SP$S REGRESSION RESULTSTWO GROUP CASE

81.33
GttADE = 4

TEST = LONG. SCHOOL TYPE <30 2 VS. 3

NUMBER OF CASE§ = 120

MODEL 1 V§ MODEL 5CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 70.76009

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 71.05714

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2--COMMON QUADRATIC PORT.ION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 70.76009

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 70.86301

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 70:86301

SUM OF S.QUARES, MODEL 3 = 71.09981

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

*SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 70.76009

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 71.09981

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4-'7EQUAL QUADRATTC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 71.09981

,

SUM OF SQUARES, ,1541. 4 = 71.11299

MODEL 5 VS HODEL 6--COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 71.05714

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 71.19105

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7--COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 71.19105

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 71.20856

Attachment B-5
(Page 13 of 21) .

DF 2, 114 F = .2392853089926826

NS

DF = 1, 114 F = .1658121124492622

Ns. ,L

, 115 F = .3842907604404649

NS

DF tt 2, 114 F = :2736576508028762

NS

DE = 1, 116 F = .02150329234353532

NS

DE = 1, 116 . F = .218606603080279

NS

-

DF = 1, 117 F = .02877707239885322

B-119
NS



F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS--THREE GROUP CASE

81.33
GRADE = 5
TEST = LONG. SCHOOL TYPE J3
NUMBER OF CASES n 53

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5--CURVILINEAR'VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 183.26445

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 184.19424

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2--COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM 07 SQUARES, MODEL 1 183.26445

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 1.83.7584

Attachment B-5
(Page 14 of 21)

DF = 3, 344 F = .5817599649031749
NS

DF 2, 344

MODEL 2 VS noDEL 3--OARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES';

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 183.7584

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 184.24163

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUAAES, MODEL 1 = 183.26445

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 184.24163

F = .4635890921561693
NS '

DF = 2, 346 F = .4549386041672032
NS

I

DF =

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4--EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 184.24163
DF =

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 = 186.54423

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6--COM1ON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQU7ARES, MODEL 5 = 184.19424
L.

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 184.6417

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7--COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 184.6417

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 186.89772

4, 344 F = .458558547497887
NS

2, 348 F = 2.174602992819815*
NS

DF 2, 347

DF = 2, 349

B-120

17 6

F = .4214806608501977
NS

F = 2.132104990367831
NS

I.

1

1

1

I.



I.

FNALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS--TWO GROUP CASE
81.33

Attachment 8-5
(Page 15.of 21)

GRADE = 5
. TEST = LONG. SCHOOL TYPE <30.1 VS. 2.
NUMBER OF CASES = 161

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5-LCURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 80.40161

SUM OF SQUARES, 1ODEL.5 = 80.43861

DF 1'55 F = .03566470870421532.

NS

MODEL 1 VS MODeL 2--COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 80.40Y61
DF = 1, 155 F = .06436997965587452

SUM OF SQUARES:MODEL 2 = 80.43.5,
NS

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 80.435
DF" 1, 156 .F = .8449232299372179

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 80.87065
NS

MODEC 1 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 80.40161
DF = 2, 155 F = .4521128170439328

SUM OF SQUARESi MODEL 3 = 80.87065
NS

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4--EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 80.87065

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 = 82.07931

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6--COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 80.43861

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 80.87332

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7--COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 80.87332

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 82.08063

DF =

DF =

DF =

B-121

, 157 F = 2.346458449388008-

NS

1, 157 F = .8484665510754083

NS

1, 158 F = 2.35.868862561*8439
NS

17 6



F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS--TWO GROUP CASE
81.33 Attachment B-5 II

(Page 16 of 21)
GRADE = 5
TEST = LONG. SCHOOL TYPE <30 1 VS. 3

NUMBER OF CASES.= 336

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 177.00266

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 177.90268

DF = 2, 330 F = .838989053787032

NS

MODEL 1 VS MODEL'2--COMMON QUADRATIC ,PORTION

'SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 177.00266
DF = 1, 330 = .8099979966402857

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 177.43712 NS

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 177.43712
DF = 1, 331 F = .01016670018087949

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 177.44257 NS

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 177.00266
DF = 2, 330 5'-= .4100794304447187

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 177.44257 NS

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4--EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

PSUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 177.44257
DF = 1, 332 F =

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 = 177.89767

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6--COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 177.90268
DF = 1, 332 F

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 177.90294

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7--COMMO4 LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 177.90294
DF = k, 333 F

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 178.40649
B-122

:

.851504799552895

NS

=

NS

= .942548504257435

NS



1

1

*

81.33 F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS--TWO GROUP CASE Attachment B-5

GRADE = 3
TEST mv LONG. SCHOOL TYPE <30 2 VS. 3

NUMBER OF CASES = 209

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5CURVILINEAR VS.LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 109.12462
DF = 2, 203

SUM OF SQUARES, M,OLYM 5 = 110.04719
%

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 27--CO4MON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 109.12462

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 109.22851

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 109.22851

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 109.76492

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3PARALLEL LINEAk SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, mopEL 1 = 109.12462

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 109.76492

.MODEL3 VS MODEL 4--EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 109.76492

SUM OF SQUARES,,MODEI 4 = ,111.96849

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6--COMMON LINEAR slepE4

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 110.04719

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 110.47923

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7--COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 110.47923

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 112.52195

(Page 17 of 21)

F = .8581093

NS

40006122

DF = 1, 203 F = .193262253742559

NS

DF = 1, 204 F 1.001823058833266

NS

DF = 2, 203 F .5955617531589129

DF = 1, 205 F =

DF = 1, 205 F

DF = 1 , 206

B-123 1 7

NS

4.115448268900481

p< .05

= .8048201866853744

NS

3.808863620790984

NS



81.33 F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS--THREE GROUP CASE

Attachment B-5
(Page 18 of 21)

uRADE = 6
TEST = LONG. SCHOQL TYPE <36
NUMBER OF CASES = 353

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5--CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL(1 = 208.47649

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 209.06592
DF = 3, 344 F = .3241994976667774

NS

MODEL VS MODEL 2--COMMON QUADRATIC.PORTION

SUN OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 208.47649
DF = 2, 344 F = ,1551639707671592

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL42 = 208.66456
NS

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOpES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 208.66456
DF = 2, 346 . F = .7134332250766476

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 209.52507

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 208.47649

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 209.52507

MODELi VS MODEL 4--EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

DF = 4, 344

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 209.52507
Di = 2, 348

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 = 212.50751

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6--COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 209.06592

SUM OF SQUAES, MODEL 6 = 209.97329

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7--GOMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 209.97329

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 212.89216

NS

.4325565918727805

NS

F = 2.47676595454663

NS

DF = 2, 347 F = .7530098401499425

NS

F = 2.425750508552774

NS

I.



81.33
F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS--TWO GROUP CASE

Attachment B-5
(Page 19 of 21)

GRADE = 6
TEST = LONG. SCHOOL TYPE <30 1 VS. 2

NUMBER OF CASES = 140

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5--CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR.

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 71.09558

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 71.63072

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2--COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 71.09558

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 71.1323

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 71.1323

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 71.85413

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 71.09558

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 71.85411

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4--EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 71..85413

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 = 73.46201

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6--COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 71.63072

DF =

DF =

DF =

DF =

DF =

DF =

SUM pF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 72.38609

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7--COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 72.38609
DF =

,SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 73.89686 B-125

2, 134 F = .5043123637221894

NS

1, 134 F = .06920936575803816

NS

1, 135 F = 1.369940941035231
NS

2, 134 F = .7148524563693002

.NS

1: 136 .F = 3.043272251713297'
NS

1, 136 F = 1.434165676A02525
NS

1, 137 2.85936840281056

145



81.33 Attachment 8-5

F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTSTWO GROUp CASE (Page 20 of 21)

GRADE = 6
TEST = LONG. SCHOOL TYPE <30 1 VS. 3

NUMBER OF CASES = 340

It

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 57-CURVILINEAR Vg LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 199.59461
DF =

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 200.18199

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2 COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

DF
,SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 199.59461

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 199.76607

MODEL 2 VS :10DEL 3--PARALLEL CURVILINEAR-SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 199.76607

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 199.79121

DF =

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 199.59461
DF =

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 199.79121

\

1ODEL3 VS MODEL 4EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 199.79121

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 = 201.89858

DF =

MODEL 5 VS MOD1-1, 6--COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 200.18199
DF =

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 200.2188

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 200.2188 .

DF =

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 202.30295 8-126

2, 334 F = .4914584617289953
NS

1, 334 F = .2869197720314137

NS

1, 335 F = '.04215881105334919

NS,

2, 334 F = .1644944219686064

NS

1, 336 F = 3.544081443823279

NS

1, 336 F = .0617845791222388

NS

1, 337 F = 3.507955047178389

NS



81.33 Attachment B-5
CEage

F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS
21 of 21)

TWO GROUP CAbh.

6

GRADE = 6
TEST = LONG. SCHOOL TYPE <10 2 VS. 3

NUMSER OF CASES = 226

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5--CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 146.26279

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 146.31914

DF = 2, 220 F = .0423791997951046

NS

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2--COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 146.26279
DF = 1: 220 F = .01057411799678707

'SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 146.26982 NS

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 17PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF'SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 146.26982
DF = 1, 221 F = 1.331637312468151

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 147.15117 NS

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 146.26279 -

DF = 2, 220 .6681248183492177

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 147.15117 NS

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4--EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 147.15117
DF = 1, 222 F = .710083440315144

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 = 147.62829 NS

MODE?, 5 VS MODEL --COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUAR , MODEL 5 = 146.31914
DF = 1, 222 F = 1.369346894739817

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 147.22167 NS

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7COMMON pINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 147.22167
bt= 1, 223 F = .7010136483304416

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 147.68447 NS

B-127 I 8 2
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Attachment 8-6

F-TESTS COMPARING HIGH-ACHIEVING STUDENTS
IN THREE TYPES OF SCHOOLS (Two Year Gains)

(Page 1 of 21)
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F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS--THREE GROUP CASE

81.33 Attachment B-6
(Page 2 of 21)

GRADE 2

TEST = LONG. SCHOOL TYPE >30

NUMBER OF CASES = 466

1ODEL-1 VS MODEL 5"CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 330.15493
DF = 3, 457

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 336.5783
F = 2.963739973028218

P <..05

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2--COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 330.15493
DF = 2, 457 F = .3602792180022948

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 330.67549 NS

MODEL 2.VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MGDEL 2 = 330.67549
DF = 2, 459 F = .6321399569.106115

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 331.58631 NS

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 1--PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SCARES, MODEL 1 = 330.15493

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 331.58631

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4--EQUAL QUADRATIC thERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES,,MODEL_3 = 331.58631

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 = 334.14052

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6--COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5,= 336.5783

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 338.14065

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7--COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 338.14065

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL,7 = 351.29Q86.

DF = 4, 457 F .4953285568081593

NS '

DF = 2, 461

DF = 2, 460

DF = 2, 462

B-129

1.775541954672383-

NS

1.067628245790065

NS

F = 8.983535431188172

p < .001



F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTSTWO GROUP CASE

81.33
Attachment B-6
(Page 3 of 21)

GRADE = 2
TEST:= TANG. SCHOOL TYPE >30 1 VS. 2
NUMBER OF CASES = 263

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 165.6353

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 170.81024

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 165.6353

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 165.69367

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2-= 165.69367

DF = 2,-257 = 4.01472264687701
p < :05,

DF = 1, 257 F = .09056698662665407
NS'

Dr = 1, 258 F = .3429647010655205

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 165.91393

MODEL 1 VS.MODEL 3--PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 165.6353

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 165.91393'

MODEL3 ys MODEL 4--EQUAL (QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3.= 165.91393

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 = 166.38389,

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6--COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 170.81024

.
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 171.13349

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 171.13349
DF = 1, 260 F = .5508612019774757

SUM oF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 171.49607 . NS

DF 257 F = .2161613798507952 :
NS

DF,= 1, 259 .7336312267450967.
NS

DF = 1, 259 F = .4901447945977916
NS

1

B-130

I.
icF



F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS--WO GitOUP CASE

81.33

GRADE =
TEST = LONG. SCHOOL TYPE >30 1 VS. 3
NUMBER OF CASES a 412

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5--CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 303.03656

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 308.82363

Attachment 8-6
.(Page 4 of 21)

DF = 2, 406 3.876678147345614

p < .05

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2--COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 303.03656..

DF = 1, 406 F = .6972041261292024
SUM OF SQUARES, NDDEL 2 = 303.55695 NS

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

'SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 - 303.55695
DF = 1, 407 F = .4961116521957463

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 303_.92697 NS

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 303.03656

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 303.92697

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4--EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 303.92697

DF = 1, 408
SUM OF SQUARES MODEL 4 = 313.35202

DF = 2, 406 F = .5964733430184153

NS

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6--COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 308.82363

SUM OF'SQUARfS, MODEL 6 = 309.55422

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7--COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 309.55422

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 319.70704

DF = 1, 408

DF = 1, 409

B131

12.65244871160991'
p < .001

F = .9652134456162007
NS

13.41446219017786
p < .001



F VALUES EOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTSTWO GROUP CASE

81.33 Attachment B-6
(Page 5 of 21)

GRADE = 2
TEST = LONG. SCHOOL TYPE >30 2 VS. 3

NUMBER OF CASES = 257

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5--CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 191.63799

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 193.52273

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2CO1MON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF EQUARES, MODEL 1 191.63799

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 191,68411

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM SQUARES, MODEL 2.= 191.68411

SUM OF SQU LES, MODEL 3 = 192.57654 .

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 191.63799

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 192.57654

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4--EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF'SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 192.57654

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 = 199.56329

MODEL 5 VS MCDEL 6COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 193.52273

SUM OF SQUARES', MODEL r '= 194.79999

mODEL 6 VS MODEL 7COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 194.79999

SUM OF SQUARES, MODECT = 201.79058

DF = 2, 251 F = 1.234279643613464

NS

DF = 1, 251 F = .0604061856420039

NS

DF = 1, 2.52 F = 1.173244668011346

NS

DF = 2, 251 F = .6146381779520875

NS

OF = 1, 253 F = 9.178936073937148-

P < .01

DF =, , 253 F = 1.669813049867572

NS

DF 1, 254

B-132

F = 9.115040816993884

p '.01



F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS--THREE GROUP CASE

Attachment B-6
(13ge 6 of 21).

81.33

GRADE = 3
TEST = LONG. SCHOOL TYPE >30

NOMBER OF CASES = 374

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5--CU ILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 219.07704
DF = 3 , 365 F = 4.995031732520515

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 228.07126 p < .01

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2--COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 21/.07704
DF = 2, 365 F = .3872221160191006

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 219.54187 NS

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 219.54187
DF = 2, 367 F = .5368378250581477

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 220.1:415 NS

MODEL 1 .VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 219.07704

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 220.18415

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4--EQUAL QUADRATiC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 220.18415

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 = 224.18726

MODEL 5 VS. man 6--conmoN LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 228.07126

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 246,.81365

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7--COMMON LINEAk INTERCEPTS

SUM OF. SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 246.81365

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 250.73829

DF = 4, 365 F = .4611336153711036
NS

DF = 2, 369 F = 3.354345873669835'
P < ;05

DF = 2, 368 F = 15.12071165827734
p < .001

DF = 2, 370

B-133

F = 2.94172708843291
NS

I.

I.

I.



81.33
Attachment B-6

F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS--TWO GROUP CASE (Page 7 of 21)

GRADE = 3

TEST' = LONG-SCHOOL TYPE >30 1 VS. 2

NUMBER OF CASES = 238

MODEL 1 VS mopEL 5CURVILINEARNS LINEAR .

-SUM OF SQUARES', MODEL 1 = 147.46819

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 154.8782

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2--COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 147.46819

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 147.64234

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3:--PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, YODEL 2 = 147.54234

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 147.89647

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1,= 147.46819

PF SWARES, MODEL 3 = 147.89647

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4EQUAL QUADRATIC INTE EPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 147:89647

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 = 151.23796

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6--COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM 8:F, SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 154.8782

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 166.61428

DF =

DF =

DF =

DF =

DF =

DF =

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 166.61428

OF =
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 167.81688 B-134 NS

2, 232 F = 5.828790330985957

p < .01

1, 232 F = .739763741590603

NS

1, 233 F = .4010522320358836

NS

2, 232 F = .3368894674844799

NS

1, 234 F = 5.286864926525963

p .01

1; 234 F = 17.73162859589019

p < .001

1, 235 F = 1.696199149316609



r 81,33
F VXLIJES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTSTWO GROUP C SE

GRADE = 3
TEST = LONG. SCHOOL TYPE >30 1 VS. 3

NUMBER OF CASES = 301

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5--CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 174.04119

SUM OF-SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 175.63135

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2--COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 174.04119

SUM OF SUARES, MODEL 2 = 174.47017

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 174.47017

Atachment 8-6
(Page 8 of 21)

I.
DF = 2:295 F = 1.347661435778508.

NS

DF = 1, 295 F = .7271215509386134

NS

DF = 1, 296 F = .279831446258116
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 174.63511 NS

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 174.04119
DF = 2, 295 F = .5033475121607743

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 174.63511 NS

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4--EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUAkES, MODEL 3 = 174.63511

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 = 175.84408

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6--commqv, LINEAR SLOPES

t,
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 175.63135

DF = 1, 297 F = 2.056081907011707

NS

DF = 1, 297 F 1.555758695701009D-03
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 175.63227 NS

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7--COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 175.6322'

SUM OF SQUARES, MODET 7 % 176.76919

DF 1, 298 F 1.92904276645744
B-135 NS



Attachment 3-6
81.33 F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS--TWO GROUP CASE (Page 9 of 21)

GRADE = 3
TEST = LONG. SCHOOL TYPE >30 2 VS. 3

NUMBEKCF\CASES = 209

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5--CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 116.6447

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 125.633

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2--COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 116.6447

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 116.91425

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 116.91425

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 117.4356

DF =

DF =

DF =

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 116.6447
DF =

SUM OF MODEL 3 = 117.4356SQUARES,

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4--EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 117.4356

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 = 118.18022

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6--COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 125.633

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 140.27416

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7--comerm LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 140.27416

SUm OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 140.75266

DF =

DF =

DF
B-136

19i

2, 203 F = 7.821293637859241

p < .001

1, 203 F .469105325a313474

NS

1, 204 F = .909687228032511

NS

2, 203 F = ..6882125805973171.

NS

1, 205 F = 1.299836676442242

IN1S

1, 205 F = 23.89052080265536

? < .001 .

1, 206 F = .702702479202152
NS



F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS--THREE GROUP CASE
Attachment B-6
(Page 10 of 21)

31.33

GRADE = 4
TEST = LONG. SCHOOL TYPE >30

NUMBER OF CASES a 309

MODEL 1 VSMODEL %--CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 130.68571

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 131%24351

MODEL 1 vs, MODEL 2--COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

, SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 130.68571

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 131.18374

DE = 3, 300 F = .426840853525607
N$

DF =

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 131.18374

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 131.84193

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 130.68571

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 a 111-A4-193

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4--EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 131.84193

SUM OF SQUARES, MODFL 4 = 134.63665

.

Ga

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6--COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

, SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 131.24353

SUM 10F SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 131.935

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7--COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUAkES, MODELfi a 131.935

1.1M 61' SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 134.82464

DF =

2, 300 F = .571634802305466

NS

2, 302 F = .757614396418338

NS

1

DF = , 300 F = .6635499780350875

NS '1/4,

DF 2, 304 F = 3.222020794143417'

p .01

DE = 2, 30,3 F = .7981432899854175

ts

DF = 2, 305 = 3.340054572327282

B-137,

92

p < .05



A

FVALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS--TWO GROUP CASE
81,33 Attachment B-6

(Page 11 of 21)

GRADE
TEST =LONG. SCHOOL TYPE >30 1 VS. 2
:I'MBER OF CASES = 150

RODEL 1 VS MODEL 5--CURVILINEAR VS LINE.AR
NN

SUM OF SQLiARES, MODEL 1 = 64.72985

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 6499033

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2--CO1MON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 64.72985

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 64.93494

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 1--PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 64.93494

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 65.02656

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = '6272985

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 65.02656

4ODEL3 VS MODEL 4--EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUR OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 65.02656

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL,4 = 67.69116

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6--COMMON LINEAR SLOZES

§0 OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 64.99033

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 65.05443

MODEL 6 VS IMDEL 7--COMMON LINEAR INTE7.EPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 65.05443

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 67.69216

DF = 2, 144

DF =.1, 144

F = .289735879496382A

Ns

.4562494737744607

NS

DF = 1, 145 F = .2045878536270319:

NS

DF = 2, 144

= 1, 146

DF = 1, 146

DF = 1, 147

B-138
1 9,j

.3300350611039545

NS

F = 5.98265693279792,2
p < .05

F = .1439998842904779
NS

F = 5.96033675185533

p < .05



4

F VALUES FOR SPSS.REGRESSION RESULTSTWO GROUP CASE
II81.33 Attachment B-6

.. ,

GRADE
(Page 12 of 21)

= 4 V

0

II

TEST = LONG. SCHOOL rYPE >30 1 VS. 3

NUMBER OF CASES = 290

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 126.48698
DF = 2, 284 F a .4102370062120231

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 126.8524 NS

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2--COMMON QUADRATfC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 126.48698
DF = 1, 284 F = .7040108001629876

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 a 12680053 NS

MODEL MODEL 3--PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 126.80053
,..) DF = 1, 285 1.461023467330939

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 127.45056 NS

MODEL 1 VS 110DEL 3--PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 126%48698 ,

DF 2, 284 F a 1.081758454506545
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 127.45056 NS

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4--EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 127.45056
DF a 1, 286 F a 2.942432265499665--

. SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 = 128.7618 NS

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6--COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

*.)

SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 5 = 128.8524
DF = 1, 286 1.511431238194917

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6,= 127.52278 NS

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7--CO1MON LINeAk INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 127.52278
.DF,= 1, 287 F = 3.076923119147822

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 128.88995 NS

8-139.

19,1

I.
I.
;

I.



7

F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS--TWO GROUP CASE

81.33
GRADE = 4
TEST = LONG. SCHOOL TYPE >30 2 VS. 3

NUMBER OF CASES = 178

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5--CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 70:15459

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 70.64432

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2--COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 70.15459

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 70.32235

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 70.32235

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 70.32514

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 70.15459

SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 3 = 70.32514

NQ

MODEL3 VS MODEL, 4--EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF QUARES, MODEL 3 = 70.32514

SUM OF SQUARES:MODEL 4 = 71.03594

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6--COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 70.64432

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 70.64877

MODEL 6 VS MODEL-7--COMMON ItINEAR.INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 70.64877

SUM ST SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 71.37131

DF = 2, 172

Attachment B-6
(Page 13 of 21)

F = .6003424722459354
NS

DF = 1, 172 F = .4113019547259831
NS

DF = 1, 173 F = 6.863678474906747D-03
NS

DF = 2, 172 F = .2090711384672034
NS

DF = 1, 174 1.75867691127241 -,
NS

DF = 1, 174 .010960 4148443994
NS

DF.= 1, 175 F = 1.789762227990565
NS

B7-140



F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION'RESULTS--THREE GROUP CASF,

81.33
.GRADE = 5
TEST = LONG. SCHOOL TYPE >30

NUMBER OF CASES = 405

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5CURVILINEAR VS,LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 257.99855

. SliM OF SQUARES,. MODEL 5 = 260.14732
DF 3, 396

At.tachment B-6.
(Page 14 of 21)

F = 1.099376876342909

NS. -

MA'6L 1 VS MODEL 2--COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

-SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 257.99855
DF = 2, 396 F = 1.552727796338386

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 260:02179 NS

MODEL 2 VS MODEL, 3PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOP:ES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 260,02179
DF = 2, 398 F = .03362818169969464

SUM'OF.SQUARES, .MODEL 3 = 260.06573
, NS

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3PARALLitILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARESk MO6EL,I = 257.99855
DF = 4, 396 F = .7932246906038788

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 260.06573 NS r

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4--EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 0260.06573

DF = 2, 400 F = .5844445556129235.
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 = 260.8257 NS

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6COMMON LINEAR SLOPES
.

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5.= 260.14732

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 260.22395

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7--COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 260.22395

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 261.0213

DF 2, 399

DF = 2, 401

F = .05876549103023743

NS

F = .6143503509188924

NS



F VACUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION .RPSDLTSTWO f;(10UP CASE

81.33 , Attachment 8-6

GRADE = 5
TEST = LONG. SCHOOL-TYPE >30 1 VS., 2

NUMBER OF CASES = ,155

a % (Page 15 of 21)

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL L = 126.63678 *7.

DF = 2, 149 .7114272223598896

SUM OF.SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 127.84642 NS

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 * 126.63678.
DF = 1, 149 F = .3163389024894686

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 126.90564.. NS

MODEL 2 VS_MODEL 3--PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES.

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 126.90564
DF = , 150, F = .05179438833451606

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 126.94946 NS

MODEL.1 VS MODEL3PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES ,

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 126.63678
DF * 2, 149 F = .1819486127174134

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 * 126.94946
: NS

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4-EQUAL QUAbRATIC INTERCEPT'S

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 126.94946

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 = 127.65447

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

kfli OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 127.84642

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6' = 127.8746

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 127.8746

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 128.40165
,

DF = 1, 151 .8385739490345188.

NS '

DF = 1,- 151 F = .03328352878398612

NS

DF = 1, 152

B-142

I 9 '2

.6264856351456808

NS

47..4



F VALUES FOR

C.

SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS--TWO GROUP CASE

81.33

GRADE = 5
TEST = LONG. SCHOOL TYPE >30 1 VS. 5

NUMBER OF CASES 385

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5CURVILINEAR VS LINtAR

Attachment B-6
(Page 16 of 21).

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 251.90493

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 253.56884
DF = 2, 379 1:2517(16129768881

NS

MODEL \1 VS MODEL 2COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 251.90493
DF = 1, 379 2.233423299813945

SUM OF SQUARES, RODEL 2 = 253.38939 NS

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOrES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 253.38939
pF - 1, 380 8.983012272129982D-03

SUM.OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 253.39538
NS

MODEL 4 VS MODEL 3--QPARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 251.90493
DF--,3a 2, 379 F = 1.121217734801773

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 253.39538
NS

1ODEL3 VS MODEL 4EQUAL QUADRATIC

SUM OF SQUARES, 'MODEL 3 = 253

\
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 = 253

INTERCEPTS

.39538

.88779'1

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6--COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, 40DEL 5 = 253,56884

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 253.59897

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7--COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL '6 P 253.59891

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 254.10515,

DF 1, 381

DF =J., 381

DF = I, 382

B-143

.7403773896745969-

'NS

= .04527184807091125

NS

.7624666614379449'

NS



F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTSTWO GROUP CASE
81.33 Attachment B-6

(Page 17 of 21)

GRADE =-5
TEST = LONG. SCHOOL TYPE >30 2 VS. 3
NUMBER OF CASES = 270

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5--CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF'SQUARA'S, MODEL 1 = 137.45539

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 138.87938

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2,--COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 137.45539
DF = 1, 264 F = 1.227835154372628

,SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 138.09468 NS

DF = 2, 264 F = 1.367474058310842

NS

MODEL 2 VS 1ODEL.3PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, ODEL 2 = 138.09468
DF = 1, 265 F .03413853451849416

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 138.11247 NS

MODEL 1 VS 1ODEL.3PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

UM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 137.45539
DF = 2, 264

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 138.11247

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4--EQUAL QUADkATIC INTERCEPTS

UM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 138.11247
DF = 1, 266

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 = 138.24584

'MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6COMM0N LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF aQUARES, MODEL 5 = 138.87938-
DF = 1, 266 F .1060901913588664

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 13£.93477 NS

F = .631001519838546

NS

F = .2568661613248957
NS

A

8

MODEL 6 VS ..tIODEL 7--COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 138.93477

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 139.10732

.

DF 1, 267 F = .3316005777387427

NS
B-144
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F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS--THREE GROUP CASE8ttachment 8-61.33 A
(Page 18 df 21)

GRADE = 6
TEST = GONG. SCHOOL TYPE >30

NUMBER OF CASES = 337 .

MODEL 1 VS_MODEL 5--CURVILINEAR V$ LINEAR.

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 175.71286

EUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 175.89742
DF = 3, 328 F = .1148382651104792

NS

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2--COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES°, MODEL 1 = 175.71286
..DF = 2, 328 y - .1217636546351809

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 7 175.84332 NS

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEI: CURVILINEAR SLOPES

-

SUM OF'SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 1.84332
DF = 2, 330 .9522602280257216

SUM OF SQUARES., MODEL 3 = 176.85816
NS

MODEL. 1 VS MdbEL'37--PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES`r, MODEL 1 = 175.71286

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 176.85816

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4--EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 176.85816

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 = 176.94273

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6--COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES,.i."10DEL 5 = 175.89742

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 176.87875

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7--COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 176.87875

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 176.97254

DF = 4, 328 F = .5344776699895495

NS

DF = 2, 332 F = .0793778471968750

NS

\
DF 2,, 331 .9233228946734942

NS

DF = 2, 333 .08828666531003809

NS



I.

io

1

1

1
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F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESUI:I'STWO GROUP CASE ,

81.33

GRADE = 6
TEST = LONG. SCHOOL TYPE >30 1 VS. 2

,
NUMBER OF CASES = 134

0"t MODEL 1 VS MODEL5CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

a

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 61.57087

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 61.72812

%

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2--COMMON QUADRAIIC PORTLON

SUM OF SQUARES, mvEL 1 = 61.57087
DF = 1, 128 F = .2711931795019314.

SUM OF SQUARES', MODEL 2 = 61.70132 NS

Atachment B16
(Page 19 of 21)

DF =- , 128 F = .1634539190367137

NS 7,

*

rf

LEL 2 'VS MODEL 3PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 61.70132

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 6,1.76291

MODEL 1.VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 61.57087

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 61.76291

DF = 1, 129 F = .1287672613811194

NS

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4--EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

OF = 2, 128 F .199616474478923
NS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 61.76291
DF =

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 = 61.81801

MODEL 5 VS MOD L 6COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 61.72812'

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 61.80674

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7COMMON LINEAR'INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 61.80674

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = .61.86212

DF =

DF =

B-146

1, 130 F .1159757530854691

NS

1, 130 F = .1655744577997838

NS

1, 131 F .1/3784606662648

NS



F VALUES'FOR SPSS4REGRESSION RESULTS--TWO GROUP CASE

81.33
GRADE = 6
TEST = LONG. SCHOOL TYPE >30 1 VS. 3

NUMBER OF CASES = 323

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5--CURVILINiEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SCibARES, kODEL 1 = 162.96707

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 163.011,9,,

MODEL 1.VS MODEL 2COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF 8QUARES, mop,EL.I 162.96707

SUM OF
t

SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 162.96774

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF S.QUARES, MODEL 2 = 162.96774

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 163.83691

MODEL 1 VS MOM, 3--PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES'

UF = 2, 317

Attachment B-6
(Page 20 of 21)

.04360117046959342

NS

DF = 1; 317 F = 1.303289427374763D-03

NS

Dr - 1, 318 F = 1.696017015392127

NS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 162.96707
DF 2, 317 F .84599692440933

NSSUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 163.83691

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4--EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 163.83691

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 = 163.92309

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6--COM4ON LINEAR gLOPES

SUMOF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 163-.0119

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 163.84331

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7--COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 163.84331

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 163.,93515

DF = 1, 319 F = .1677974761609014.

NS

DF = 1, 319 F = 1.62699649534788Q

NS

DF = 1, 320 .1793713762252508

B-147
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F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTSTWO GROUP CASE
- V

81.33 Attachment 8-6
(Page 21 of 21)

GRADE = 6
TEST = LONG. SCHOOL TYPE >30 2 VS. 3

NUMBER OF CASES = 217

MODEL I VS MODEL 5CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1,.= 126.88778

SUM OF SQUARES,,,MODEL 5 127:05482

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2COMMO1 QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 126.88778

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 127.0159

lrAMODEL 2 VS MODEL 3--PARALLft C'RVILINEA, OPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 127.0159,

SUM OF ,SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 127:20559

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 126.88778

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = c.27.20559

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4--EQUAL QUADRATIb INTERCEPTS

DF = 2, 211 .13888429602914

NS

1, 211 F= .2130490422324371

NS

DF = 1,'212 F = .3166082356618384

NS

OF 211 F = .2642410088662623

NS

SUM OV SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 127.20559
DF = 1, 213 F = .01291004585568529

SUk OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 = 127.2133 gS

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6COMMON LINEAR SLOPES'

SUM OF SQUARES? MODEL 5 = 127.05482----
DF = 1, 13 F = .3653134135328324 .

SUM OF UARES, MODEL 6 = 127.27273 NS

r 0

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7COMMON LINEAR INTEACEPTS

SUM OF EQUARES, MODEL 6 = 127.27273
DF = I, 214 F = .01392222827309671

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL = 127.28101 NS
B-148



Attachment B-7,

l'-TESTS TO COMPARE 4AINBOV4 KIT
PARTICI?ANTS WITH A COMPARISON GROUP

(Page 1 of 8)

2u 4
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F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS7-TWO GROUP CASE
81.33

GRADE = K
TES' = RAINBOW KITS
NUMBER OF CASES = 618

MODEL L VS MODEL 5CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 1 = 243.35182

SUM bF SQUARES, MODEL 5 245A072

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2COMMON QUADRATIC, PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 241.35182

DF =

DF =
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 243.91669

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3PARALLEL.CURVIL,INEAR SLOPES

SUM Of SQUARES, MOREI:12 = 243.91669

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 243.917

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3PARALLEL,LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MoDEL 1 24

J3

.35182

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 241-91'7.

MOD41.3,VS MODEL 4EQUAL QUADiRATIC INTERCEPTS,

S'UM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3..= 243.917

DF =

DF =

Attachment B-7
(Page 2 of 8)

2, -612 F = 2.13626263407441
NS

1, 612 F = 1.420578814656106
NS

1, 613 F = 7.790774792524689D-04
NS

2, 612 F = .7106792133298999

NS

DF = 1, 614
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 = 247.21285.

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6--COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5.= 245.05072

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6, = 245.06809

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7--COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 245.06809

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL'7 =. 248:85281

8.296477490293834

p < .01

DF 1, 614 F = .04352233692681986,

NS

DF = 1, 615 F = 9.497779984330061,

p < .01

B-150'
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VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION REULTSTWO GROUP CASE
81.33 Attachment B-7

sage 3 of 8).

GRADE = 1
. LEST = RAINBOW KITS

NUMBER OF CASES = 434

'MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5-1CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 111.87762

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 111.99427

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 111.87762

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 111.89233

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 111.89233

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 112.04343

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 111.87762

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 112.04343

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4--EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 112.04343

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 = 112.45436

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 600:AMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 111.99427

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 112.1257

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7--COMMON LINEAR ZNTERCEPTS

DF = 2, 428

DF = 1, 428

.223128629-3004767

NS

.05627470444936261

NS

DF = 1, 429 F = .5793238911013$44

\

DF = 2, 428 F = .3171620919358041

NS

DF = 1, 430 F = 1.577066143012662

NS

DF = 1, 410 F .5046231383087722

NS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 112.1257
DF = 1, 431

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL'7 = 112.55623
IF-151

1.65491435059045

NS



F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULrS--TWO GROUP CASE \

81.33 Attachment 13,-7

(Page 4 of 8)
GRADE = 2

TEST = RAINBOW KITS
NUMBER OF CASES = 288

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 117.41791
DF = 2, 282 F = 5.780982815994595

° SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 122.23203 p < .01

MODEL I'VS MODEL 2COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 117.,41791

OF = 1, 282 F 6.578604064746165

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 120.15708 p < .05

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 120.15708
DF = 1, 283 F = .01530912701939188

SUM OF SQUARES,,.MODEL 3 = 120.16358 NS

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 117.41791
OF = 2, 282 F 3.297107485-561609

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 120.16358 p < .05 ,

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4--EQU QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 120.16358

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 A 121.21045

HiODEL 5 VS MODE126COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

§UM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 122.23203

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 122.23282

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7--COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 122.23282

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 123,29718

DF = 1, 284

DF = 1, 284

F = 2.47421955970354
NS

1

I.

F = 1.835525434700565D-1.

NS

F = 2.481678815885939
NS



81 33
F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESUCTS--TWO GROUP CASE

.

Attachment B-7
(Page 5 qf 8)

GRADE. = 3

TEST = RAINBOW KITS
NUMBER OF CASES = 431

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5--CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 130.92711

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 131.1222

° MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2--COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 130.92 711

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEJ. 2 = 131.03287

r

DF = 2, 425 F = .3166389680487112
NS

DF = 1, 425 , F = .3433055232029488

NS

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPZI,.

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 131.03287

4,*

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 131.81349

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 130.92711

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 131.81349

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4--EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES,'MODEL 3 = 131.81349

SUM OF .SQUARES, MODEL 4 = 132.98264

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6--COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM dF SQUARES, mouL 5 = .131.1222

SUA OF SQUARES, MODEL 6.= 131.95508

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7--COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL '6 = 131.95508

, DF = 1, 426 F = 2.537867941074618

NS

DF = 2, 425 F = 1.438630624322182

NS

DF = 1, 427 F = 3.787374494067343

NS

DF 1, 427 F = 2.712277249771585

e NS ,

DF = 1, 428

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 133.1871

B-153
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F = 3.996091397163333

05P .



F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTSTWO GROUP CASE

81.33 Attachment B-,7
(Page 6 of 8)'

GRADE ms 4

TEST ms RAINBOW KITS
NUMBER OF CASES ms 369

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5--CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 ms 131.7585

'SUM OF SQUARE, MODEL 5 a .132.40893
DF 2, 363

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2COMMON QUADRATIC 1-JRTION

SUM OF SQUARES., MODEL 1 a. 131.7585
DF 1 , 363'

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 131.77015

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

/)
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 a 131.77015-

DF a 1, 364

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 =' '131.7919'

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL LINEAk SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 a 131.7585
DE: a 2, 363

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 a 131.7919

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4--EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

. SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 a 131.7919

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 a 134.72448

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 a 132.408793

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 a 132.45403

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7--COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 ms 132.5403

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 135.14741

F a .8959804870274074

NS

.03209622149615475

NS

F a .06008189259859156 II

NS

F a .0460091758786014

NS

DF a 1, 365 8.121832221858849

p < .01

DF a 1, 365 F a .124323185754903

NS

I.

DF 1, 366 F 7.442409113561904 I

p < .01

B-154
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F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS--TWO GROUP CASE
81.33 Attachment B-7

(Page 7 of 8)

GRADE = 5
.TEST = RAINBOW KITS
NUMBER OF CASES = 376

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5--CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 177.07227

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 184.89455

P

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2--COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION'

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 477.07227
-

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 177.43303

DF = 2, 370 F = 8.172492508284897
p < .001

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM,OF'SQUARES, MODEL 2-= 177.43303

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 177.43316

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM- OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 177.07227

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 177.43316

MODEL3 VS4DEL 4--EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 177.43316

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 = 177.75973

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6--COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 184.89455

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 184.94329

MODEL 6 vS MODEL 7--COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 184.94329

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 185.07692

DF = 1,-370 F = - .7538232835666532

NS

DF = 1, 371 (F = 2.718208667207688D-04

NS

DF a 2, 370 F = .377.0474620334411

NS

DF 2 1, 372 F = .6846749502742334

NS

4.

DF = 1, 372 F .09#06281472331569

NS

DF 1, 373 F = .2695095885879399

NS

B-61.5.5 2



F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS--TWO GROUP CASE

81.33 attachment B-7 1'
(Page 8 of 8)

GR4pE = 6
TEST = RAINBOW KII:S
NUMBER OF CASES = 327

MODEL I'VS MODEL 5--CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 135.52691

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 139.59-176

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2--COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 135.52691

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 135.57994

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 135.57994

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 135.58015

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 135.52691

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 135.58015

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4--EQUAL QUADkAl'ItIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 135.58015

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 = 136.62431

MODEL 5 VS :40DEL 6--COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 139.59176

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 139.70337

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7--COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 139.70337

sum pF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 140.49417

I.

OF = 2, 321 F = 4.813866301533769

p < .01

DF = 1, 321 .125603321141166

NS

I.
DF 1, 322 F = 4.987463484622284D-04

NS

DF = 2, 321 F = .06305035656756149 II

NS

DF = 1, 323 2.487559425181345

NS

DO 1, 323 F = .2582532808526781

NS

U.

DF = 1, 324 1.8340230446839

NS
B-156



81.33

Attachment B-8

.1.-TESTS COMPARING 3 LOCATIONS OF SERVICE

(Page 1 of 17)
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81.33

F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS-1,THREE GROUP CASE

dRADE = K
TEST = K-LOCATION_
.NUMBER OF CASES = 241

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5--CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MT)EL 1 = 70.34903

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 72.01298

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2--COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 70.34903

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 70.54001

At tachment 3-8
(Page 2 of 17)

DF = 3, 232 F = 1.829148177309623

(NS)

DF = 2, 232 F = .3149109518638674

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 70.54001

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 70.80372

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 70.34903

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 70.80372

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4--EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 . 70.80372

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 70.91561

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6--COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 72.01298

qUM OF SQUARES,, MODEL 6 =A 72.15412

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7--COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 72.15412

sym OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 72.26073

(NS)

234 -1 . .4373981517723087

(NS)

DF = 4, 232 F .3748739677007624

(NS)

OF.= 2, 236 F = .2198051175842178 \

(NS)

DF 2, 235 F .2102911225170767

(NS)

DF = 2, 237 F = .1750875071305697

B-i58

(NS)

-



81.33

F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS-THREE GROUP CASE

GRADE = 1
TEST . LOCATION
NUMBER Op CASES = 379

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5--CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 92.63531

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 92.70306
Df = 3, 370

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2--COMMON PORTION

SUM Of SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 92.63531

'SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 92.70299

DF . 2, 370

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3-PARALLEL CURViLINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 92.70299
DF 2, 372

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 92.85465

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 92.63531
DF = 4, 370

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 92.85465

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4--EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARE, MODEL'3 * 92.85465
DF = 2, 374

SUM OF SQUARES', MODEL 4 = 93...12183

K1, .

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6-COMMON.LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, 46DEL.5 =

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 =

92.70306

92.85666

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 7-COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 92.85666

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 93.12218

DF = 2, 373

DF = 2, 375

B-159
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F = .09020138577107755

(NS)

F .1351622831509915

(NS)

F = .3042918033172387

.(NS)

F = .2190196157383173

(NS)

F .538073860598201

(NS)

F = .3090124533106008

(NS)

F .5361489418206522

214

(NS)



81.33

F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS--THREE GROUP CASE

GRADE = 2
TEST = LOCATION
NUMBER OF CASES = 211

M)DEL 1 VS MODEL 5CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 71.20989

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 79.3892

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MObEL 1 = 71.20989

DF = 3, 202

DF =
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 . 74.2732100000000f

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 74.27321000000001
DF =

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 75.59397

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 71.20989

SUM OF SQUARES., MODEL 3 7.5.59397

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 75.5:1397

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 = 78.552

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6--COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF41QUARES, MODEL 5 . 79.3892

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 '79.9895

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 . 79.9895

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 83.10422

Attachment B-8
.(Page 4 of 17)

7 = 7.734040969121942

(p < 001.)

2, 202 F = 4.344836370341261

2, 204

(p < .05)

F 1.813810390045073

DF =

OF =

(NS)

I.

.2, 206

4, 202 F = 3.109063080984959

(p < .05)

F = 4.03044171383367

(p < .05)

DF = 2, 205 F = .7750518962276994

(NS)

DF = 2, 207 5 m 4.030197963482707

B-16C2i

(p < .05)

I.



A81.33 Attachment B-8
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F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTSTHREE GROUP CASE'

GRADE . 3
, TEST . LOCAT/ON
NUMBER OF CASES 296

MODEL 1 VS MODEL -5CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 88.3566

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 . 88.55997

MODEL 1,VS MODEL 2--COMMON (5UADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 .° 88.3566

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 . 88.54319

DF . 3, 287 F = .2201955484932624

JT)

(NS)

DF . 2, 287 F .3030409160153271

(NS)

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 . 88.54319

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 . 88.83716

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 88.3566

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 . 88.83716

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4--EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 88.83716

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 . 90.12199

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6--COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES,.MODEL 5 . 88.55997

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 88.84776

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7COMMON TTNEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 88.84776

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 . 90.17152

DF 2, 289 F .4797507860288293

(NS)

DF . 4, 287 F .390238872930827

(NS)

C.c 4
DF . 2, 291 .

F = 2.104330721513387

(NS)

DF 2290 F . .471201040379761

(NS)

DF 2, 292 F 2.175282303121654

B-161

2 1i;

(NS)



81.33

F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS--THREE GROUP CASE

GRADE 4

TEST . LOCATION
NUMBER OF CASES 218

'.,MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5--CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 70'113449

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 . 76.71279

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2--COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM'OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 76.13449

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 76.68507

Attachment B-8
(Page 6 of 17)

DF * 3, 209 F = .5291719079399264

DF = 2, 209 F .75571019126811

(N$)

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 . 76.68507

SUM OF SQU'RES, MODEL 3- 77.38854

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 7g.13449

DF . 2, 211 F .9678035763676024
(NS)

DF 4, 209 F .8606363883175677

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 77.38854 (NS)

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4--EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 77.38854
DF g. 2, 213 F .5500837720933879

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 . 77.78826 (NS)

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6--COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 . 76.71279
s DF 2, 212 F 1.056686635957321

S1)h OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 g. 77.47752 (NS)

MODEL 6 VS MODIE 7--COMMO4 LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 . 77.47752
DF 2, 214 .6080606348783481

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 ; 77.91781 (NS)

o
13-162

4



81.33

F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTSTHREE GROUP CASE

GRADE .e5
TEST LOCATION
NUMBER OF CASES = 237

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5--CURVILINEAG VS LINEAR.

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL i = 102.04024

SUM'OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 103.02462

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2--COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 102.04024

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 102.23403

1

DF = 3, 228

DF . 2, 228

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 102.,23403

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 103.38368

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 102.04024

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL s = 103.36168

MODEL) VS MODEL 4EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 103.38368

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 = 106.70581

'MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6COMMON L/NEAR SLOPES"'

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 103.02462

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 104,21903

MODEL 6 VSMODft 7--COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 104.21903

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = L07.41505

Attachment B-8
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. .7331703649.'462211

(NS)

70

F = .2155034108112661

. (NS)

DF = 2, 230 F 0 1.293206870549852

(NS)

DF . 4, 228

DF = 232

F .7504498225405973

(NS)

F 3.727542683719525

(p < ..05)

DF 1. 2, 231 F 1.33904259972034

(NS)

DF . 2, 233 F = 3.572632848338733

B-163
216

(p < .05)
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F VALUES FOR' SPSS.REGRESSION RESULTS --THREE GROUP CASE

GRADE . 6
TEST LOCATION

'NUMBER OF CASES = 189

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5--CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 83.83424

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 . 85.81778

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2--COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 . 83.83424

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 85.56679

DF . 3, 180 F . 1.419615660617906

(NS)

DF . 2, 180 F m 1.859973919963967

(NS)

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 . 85.56679

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 . 88.33122

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL L/NEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 83.83424

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 * 88.33122

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4--EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 . 88.33122

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 88.34713

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6--COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 85.81778

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 . 90.69877

r-\ MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7--COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 m 90.69877

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 m- 90-.73978-.

DF 2, 182 F 2.939962221324417

(NS)

DF 4, 180 2.413859778534403

(NS)

OF . 2, 184 F . .01657081154319294

(NS)

DF 2, 183 F . 5.204173132886913

(p < .01)

'DF 2, 185 F . .04182443708994068

(NS),

B-164
2.1.
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F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION-RESULTS--TWO GROUP CASE

GRADE = 2
LEST = LOC 2 i VS 2
NUMBER OF CASES = 196

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5--CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 67.06491

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 75.10566

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2--COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 67.00491

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 69.74514

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES: MODEL 2 = 69.76536

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 70.91703

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 67.00491-

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 70.91703

'tn.1 VS ,IODEL .1--EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 70.91703

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 = 73.91546

'Attachment B-8
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DF = 2, 190 F = 11.4852963760417

(1) < .001)

DF = 1, 190 F = 7.827568158811055

(p < .01)

DF = 1, 191

DF = 2, 190

DF = 1, 192

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6--COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 75410566

SUM OF SQUARES, mom. 6 = 75.35609

MODEt, 6 VS MODEL 7--COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 75.55609

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 78.64309

3.152982655002423

. (NS)

F = 5.546629344028671

(p < .01)

. 8.11791695168283

(p < .01)

DF = 1, 192 F = 1.151478596952615

(NS)

DF 1, 193 . F = 7.88541333994387

(p < .01)

220

1
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F VALUES FOR SFSS REGRESSION RESULTS-TWO GROUP CASE

GRADE = 2
TEST LOCATION 1 VS. 3

NUMBER OF CASES 125

qv.

MODEL 1 VS MODEL.5-CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 44.98838

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 53.16758

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2-COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 44.18838

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 45.86843

MODEL 2 VS MOUEL 3--PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 . 45.86843

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 46.56782

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 44.98838

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 . 46.56782

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4--EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 46.56782

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 = 46..82608

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6--COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 . 53.16758

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 53.46828

DF = 2, 119 F = 10.81751332232901

(p < .001)

DF 1, 119 F = 2.327844434496201

(NS)

DF 1, 120 F = 1.829729075095873

(NS)

DF . 2, 119 F = 2.088910069666878

(NS)

DF 1, 121 F .6710526711364198

(NS)

DF 1, 121 F = .6843391680782933

(NS )

1

Is

1
;

.MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7-7COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS,

IIISUM OF SQUARES', MODEL 6 = 53.4828
DF 1, 122 F .08195962156727221

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 . 53.5042
(NS)

221

B-166
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*J.

F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESS;ION RESULTS--TWO GROUP CASE

GRADE = 2
TE''T = LOCATION 2 VS. 3

41JM:1ER OF CASES = 101

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5--CURVILINEAR A LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 30.4265

StM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 1 30.50516

! MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2--COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 . 30.4265

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 30.48458

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 30.48458

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 A 30.4985

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 30.4265

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 30.4985

mODEL3 VS MODFL 4--EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SUARES, MODEL 3 = 30.4985

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 = 31.04566

7

MODEL'5 VS MODEL 6--COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 30.50516

SUM OF SQUARES,.MODEL 6 = 30.51992

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7--COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 30.51992

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 31.11126

t.

DF = 2, 95 F = .1227992046406904

(NS)

DF . 1, 95 F = .1813419223374372

(NS)

DF = 1, 96 F = .04383593278962584

(N's)

DF = 2, 95 F .1124020179777498

(NS)

DF = 1397

DF = 1, 97

DF = 1, 98

B-167

F = 1.740233781989276
(NS)

F = .04693369908566534

(NS)

F = 1.898803142341134

(NS)

222



81.33

F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS--TWO GROUP CASE

GRADE . 5
TEST . LOCATION 1 VS. 2
NUMBER OF CASES . 209

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5--CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

-
Attachment B-8
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SUM OF SQUARESODEL 1 . 77.6247

. DF = 2, 203 . F 1.244940721187972
SUM OF SQUAREWMODEL 5 *: 78.5768

(NS)

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2--COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 . 77.6247

DF 1, 203 F . .03784117684190549
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 77.63917

ti (NS)

MODEL'2 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 77.63917

DF = 1, 204 F = 1.260719814495695
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 78.11898

(Ns.) .

t

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL LINEAR LOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 . 77.6247 .

DF . 2, 203 F .6463074253427041
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 78.11898

(NS)

MODEL1 VS MODEL 4--EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARESMODEL 3 78.11898
.DF = 1, 205 F .4660845546114438

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 78.29659

(NS)

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6--COM1ON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 78.5768
DF = 1, 205 F .09859080542857721

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 . 78.61459 (NS)

MODRL 6 VS MODEL 7--COMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 78.61459
DF 1, 206 F . .4928932403005317

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 78.80269 (NS)



81.33

F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS--TWO GROUP CASE

GRADE = 5

TEST . LOCATION 1 VS. 3'

.Attachment B-8
(Page 13 of 17)

NUMBER OF CASES 138

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5--CURVILINEAR VS L/NEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 64.61866

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 . 64.95777

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2-COMMON,QUADRATIC PORTION
'43

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 64,61866.

i':tAES, YDDEL 2 = 64-80601

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 1--PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 . 64.80601

SUM OF SQUARES, XCOEL7 3 = 65.7043

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3-PARALLE7 LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 . 64.61866

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 65.7093.

DF

DF =

DF =
;

DF

2,

1,

1,

2,

132

132

133

132

F

F =

F =

F

.3463590857501313

(NS)

.3827098859679203

(NS)

1.853802911180611

(NS)

1.113954390264357

(NS)

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4--EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 . 65,7093

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 * 68.12549

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6-,-COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM QF SQUARES, MODEL'S . 54.95777

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 66.13722

MODEL 6 VS MODEL I--COMMON LINEAR INTERCEpTS

SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 6 . 66.13722

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 . 68.5279

DF 1, 134,-

DF = 1, 134

DF 1, 135

F 4.927300397356235

(p < .05)

B-169
22 4

F 2.43306228030919

(NS)

F m 4.879881555148108

(p <
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F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION
RESULTS--.TWO GROUP CASE

GRADE 5

TEST LOCATION '2 VS. 3
NUMBER OF CASES . 127

MODEL 1 VS MODEL.5--CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 61.83713

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5.= 62.51467

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2--COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 61.83713

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 62.00006

,MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 62.00006

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 52.25038

'MODEL 1,VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 61.83713

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 62.25038

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4--EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = .62.25038

SUM OF SQUARES., MODEL 4 65:35283

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6--COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 62.51467

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL'S = 63.46252

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7--COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 63.46252

SUM OF SQUARES, 'MODEL 7 = 66.49232

'

DF = 2, 121 F'm .6628892705725513

(NS)

e =1, 121 .F = .3188137935897112

(NS)

DF = 1, 122 F = .4925646846148202

(NS)

DF . 2, 121 F = .404314123246018

(NS)

DF = 1, 123 F 6.130104747954954

< .05)

DF = 1, 123

DF = 1, 124

223-
B-170

F = 1.864931063380803

(NS)

5.919954013802162

< .05)



81.33

F VALUES FOR'SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS - -TWO GROUP CASE

GRADE . 6
TEST . LOCATION 1 VS. 2
NUMBER OF CASES . 155

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5--CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM oF SQUARES, MODEL I m 70.37618

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 . 72.2138

MODEL 1 VS MODEL.2-,-COMMON QUADRATIC PORT/ON

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1. 70.37618

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 70.43421

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 m 70.43421

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 . 70.85683

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 70.37618

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 70.85683

mODEL3 VS MODEL 4--EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 70.85683

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 70.88367

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6--CptION LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, . DEL 5 . 72.2138

SUM OF SQUARES, 0 EL 6.. 72.82631

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7--COMMON LINEAR. /NTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 m 72.82631

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7. 72.83891

Attachment B-8
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DF . 2, 149 F 1.945298679183778

(NS) 1.

DF m 1, 149 F .1228607463491171

-(NS)

DF 1, 150 F .900.0313909959346

(NS)

DF 2, 149

DF 1, 151

F a .5088145591306574

(NrS)

F .0571975912554936

(NS)

DF I, 151 F 1.280766411606974

(NS)

DF I, 152 F m .02629818811360697

(NS)

B-1.71

226
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F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS--TWO GROUP CASE

GRADE . 6
TEST LOCATION 1 VS. 3,

NUMBER OF CASES,. 115

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5--CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 48.95193
DF 2, 109

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 50.47026

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2--COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 . 48.95193
DF 1, 109

SUM OF SQUAREE, MODEL 2 50.40568

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES,.MODEL 2 5040568
DF 1, 110

SUM, OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 51.69837

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 . 48.95193
OF 2, 109

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 51.69837

/".')

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4--EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTE''

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 51.69837

DF 1, 111
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 . 51.70176

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6--COMMON LINEAR hOPES,

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 50.47026
DF 1, 111

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 52.53419

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7--COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 . 52.53419
DF 1, 112

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 . 52.57661

F . 1.6904131256929

(NS)

F = 3.237027630984109

(p < .05).

F 2.821029296698309

(NS)

. 3.057713556952708

(NS)

F 7.278566036028791D-03

-(NS)

F 4.539232213188518

(p < .05)

F .0964371039124073

(NS)

22 7
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F VALUES FOR SPSS REGTSION RESULTS--TWO GROUP CASE

GRADE . 6
TEST . LOCATION 2 VS. 3
NUMBER OF CASES . 108

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5--CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

Attachment B-8
(Page 17 of 17),

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 48.34036

DF . 2, 102 F .6447748837617275
SUM OF SQUARES:MODEL 5 . 48.95151

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2--COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 . 48.34036

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 48.9497=.

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 . 48.44974

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 52.45584

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM. OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 . 48.14036

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 . 52.45584

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4--EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 52.45584

SUM OF,SQUARES, MODEL 4 =, 52.45963

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6--COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES,'MODEL 5 . 48.95151

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 .. 53.76552

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7--COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 =, 53.76552

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 . 53.80929

(NS)

DF 1, 102 F 1.285815000136532

(NS)

DF 1, 103 F 077532546648869

(p < .01)

,DF . 2, 102 F . 4.341909741673417

(p < .05)

DF 1, 104 F 7.514129980571125D-03

(NS)

,t

DF 1, 104 F 10.22761177336511

(P < .01)

DF 1, 105 .08547950433660716

B-173
02,
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.Attachmeni B-9

F-TESTS FOR AT-HOME ANALYSES

(Page 1 of 7).
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F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS--TWO GROUP CASE

81.33. Attachment B-.9

GRADE = 2 (Page 2 of 7)

Th:ST = AT HOME LONGITUDINAL
NUMBER OF CASES = 54

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5--CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL'I = 22.44564
DF = 2, 48 F = .0343550016840687

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 22.47777 NS

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2--COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 22.44564

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 22.45672.

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2- = 22.45672

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 22.45892

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MbDEL 1 = 22.44564

DF = 1, 48 F = .0216945943725417

NS

F = 1, 49 F = 4.80034484109826D-03

NS

(:

DF = 2, 48 F = .0141996396675851
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 22.45892 NS

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 22.45892
DF = 1, 10 F = 1.013249969277241 -

GUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 = 22.91405 NS

MODEL 5 VS. MODEL 6COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 22.47777

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 22.48744

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 22.48744

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 22.95064

DF = 1, 50 .F = .02151014090810674

NS

DF = 1, 51

B-175

2 ,3

F = 1.050506416026013

NS

I, --..



F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSInti RESULTSTWO GROUP CASE
81.33 Attachment B-9

(Page 3 of 7)

GRADE = 3 ,

TEST =.AT ;i0ME LONGITUDINAL
NUMBER OF CASES

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5--CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 57.10021
OF =

SUkC'OF SQUARES,.MODEL 5 = 62.21947

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2--COMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 57,10021

2, 100 F = 4.482698049621882
p < .05

DF = 1, 100 F = 1.299579983663805
SUM OF 'SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 57..84233 NS

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3PARALLEL'CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 57.84233

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 57.91S42

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 57.10021

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 57.91842

(
MODEL3 VS MODEL 4--EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 57.91842

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 = 58.02705

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6--COMMON LINEAR:SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 62.21947

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 62.43585

'MODEL 5 75 MODEL /--COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 62.43585

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 52.52796

DF = 1, 101 i .112F627321893856

NS

DF = 2, 100 F = .716468468329625

NS

DF = 1, 102 F = .1913080501850703

NS

DF = 1: 102 F = .3547243330745-213

NS

vpF - 1, 103

B-176
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F VALPES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS--TWO GROUP CASE

81.33

GRADE = A
TEST = AT HOME LONGITUDINAL
,NUMBER OF CASES = 59

°

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 33.59265
DF = 2,

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 34.34794

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2--COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 33.59265

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 34.31968

MODEL 2 VS 1dDEL 3PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = '34.31968

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 34.34352

DF = 1,

Attachment B-9
(Page 4 of 7)

53 F .59580365466851
NS

53 F = -1147054191914005

NS

1, 54 F = .03751083926190432

NS

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 33.59265

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 34.34352
DF 2, 53

1ODEL3 VS MODEL 4--EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM. OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 34.34352
DF = 1, 55

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 = 14.34354

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6--COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 34.34794
DF = 1, 55

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 34.40143

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7CO4MON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 34.40143
DF = 1, 56)

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 34.40144

B-177
0

F = .5923315908301369

NS

F = 3.2029331879993850-05
NS

F = .08565142480160388
NS

I.

a

F = 1.627839307925681D-0511

NS,
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F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTSTWO GROUP CASE

81.33
Attachment 8-9
(Page 5 of 7)

GRADE = 5
TEST = AT iion LONGITUDINAL
NUMBER OF CASES = 35

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5--CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

r,
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 13.57046

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 13,9148

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF-SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 13.57046

SUM OF'SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 13.91416

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 13.91416

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3.= 14.29876

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SNARES, MODEL 1 A 13.57046

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 14.29876

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4--EQUAL QUADRATIC INTE10EPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 14.29876

.
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 = 15.56593

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6--COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 13.9148

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 143344

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7--COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 14.3344

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 A 15.56618

DF = 2, 29 F = .3679263635867908

NS

DF = 1, 29 F = .73448505061720
NS

DF = 1, 30 F = .8292272045168367

NS

DF = 2, 29 F = .7781865905798327

° NS

DF = 1, 31/ F = 2.747250111198454

1. NS

DF = 1, 31 F = .9348032310920746

NS

- 4

DF = 1, 32

13-478 233
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F VALUES FOR SOSS'REGRESSION RESULTSTWO GROUP CASE

81.33
GRADE = 6
TEST = AT HOME LONGITUDINAL
AUMBER OF CASES = 39

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5--CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 17.72313

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 17.79644

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2--COM4ON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL,1 17.72313

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 17.76075

Attachment B-9
(Page 6 of 7)

DF = 2, 33 .06825064195771267

NS

DF = 1, 33 .07004744647249018 ,

NS

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 17.76075
DF 1, 34 F = 1.16686288507861

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 18.37029 NS

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 17.72313
DF = 2, 33 F ;a .6024974143957637

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3.= 18.37029 NS

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4EQUAL QUADRATIC INtERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 18..37029

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 = 18.44147
DF 1, 35 F = .1356157142864928 -

NS

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6--COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 17.79644
DF = 1, 35 F = 1.166755823074727

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 18.3897 NS

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7COM1ON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

0 ,

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 18.3897

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 18.45314
DF F = .1241912592375087

NS

= , 36
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F VALUE§ FOR spSs REGRESSION RESULTS--TWO GROUP CAsE
Attachment B-9
(Page 7 of 7)

GRADE - 7
TEST - AT HOME LONGITunINAL
NUmBER OF CASES - 50

MODEL 1 vs MODEL 5CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

sUm oF SQuARES, MODEL 1 = 30.45555

sum OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 - 31.37669

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2--CO1MON QUADRATIC poRTIoN

SUM oF SQUARES,. MODEL 1 - 30.45555

sum oF SQuAREs, moDEL 2 - 30.47977

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3--pARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

sUm oF SQUARES, MODEL 2 - 30.47977

sum OF SQUARES, moDEL 3 = 30.50235

MODEL 1 vS mODEL 3--PARALLEL LINEAR sLOpEs

sum oF SQUARES, MODEL 1 - 30.45555

SUm oF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 30.50235

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4--EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 30.50235

SUM OF SQUARES, 'MODEL 4.= 30.65243

MODEL 5 vs mODEL 6--commoN LINEAR SLOpES

sUm oF SQUARES, MODEL 5 - 31.37669

sum oF sQuARES, mODEL 6 - 31.37725

MODEL 6 Vs mODEL 7--CommoN LINEAR rNTERCEPTS

sUm oF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 31.37725

SUM OF OUARES, MODEL 7 =. 31.48245'

6DF = 2, 44 F = .6653985890913149

NS

DF = 1, 44 F = .03499132342052553

DF 1,6 45

DF - 2, 44

DF =61, 46

DF = 1, 46

NS

.03333686573094226

NS

.03380664607928585
NS

.2263327251834701

NS

F = 8.209916342356487D-04

NS

DF = 1, 47 F = .1575791377510776

NS
B-1,80
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81.33 Attachment E-10

SPECIAL CIRCUMSTANCES CODES AT BECKER

At the end of 1980-81, scores for two first:-.grade classes at Becker

showed exceptionally high pins, even when compared to the high.
gains for schoolwide projects in general. In the fall of 1981,
second grade students at Allison and Becker were retested in reading
with the same level and fOrm that students had taken the previous
spring. =.

On the averagd, Allison stuclentS had gained +2:85 raw score points
over the summer. .Becker stUdents in classes other than the two
that were-previously mentioned gained an average of 41.66 raw score
points. The school average gain dropped to'a-5.18 when the two;_
-"unusual" classes were included, however. Mean'gains for those two
classeS were -19.90 and -24.56 raw score points. '

So that ga4s for Becker students at second grade this year would
not be underestimated, any student at Becker that lost more than five
raw score points over the summer was given a code of "special
circumstances" on their 1981 Reading Total score.. (This procedure
affected very few students in other classes, but almost all students
in the two classes with unusual scores were affected.)' The 1981
Reading Total score served as the pretest score in assessinkgains
for"the remaining students.

B-181
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Attachment B-11

MEASUREMENT OV ACEIEVEMENT OBJECTIVES FOT THE REGULAR TITLE I PROGRAM
(Students who were served'on at least one service report.)

(Page 1 of 4)



81.33 Attachment B-11
(page 2 of 4)

percent Expected Percent .0f Students Gaining

35 1/ > 10 peftentile points

4 . 7 7-9 percentile points

.11 7 4-6 percentile points

16 13 1-3 ,percentile points

34 56 percentile points

MEASUREMENT OF THE READING COMPONENT OBJECTIVE AT GRADE K, GAIN'IN
READING...TOTAL. PERCENTILE. .(Regulai Title I Program)

Percent Exnected Percent Of Students,Scorini
t-g .

17 18 >1.9 grade equivalent

8 8 1.7 to 1.8 grade equivaient

17 17 1.4 to 1:6 grade equivalent.

21- il 1.1 to 1.3 grade equivalent

37 36 1.0 grade equivalent

MEASUREMMIT (SF READING COMPONENT OBJECTIVE AT GRADE 1, READING TOTAL
GRADE EQUIVAI,ENT. (Regular Title I Program)

Percent Expected Percent Of Students Gaining

36 19 > 10 percentile points

4 7-9 percentile points

4 5 4-8 percentile points

'7 6 1-3 percentile points

50 66 O percentile points

MEASUREMNT OF THE READING COMPONENT OBJECTIVE AT GRADE 4 PADT LI
'READING TOTAL PERCOTILE. (Regular Title I Progtam)

B-183
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Percent ected Percent

40 31

9 7

12 11

10

30 38

Attachment B-li
(page 3 of 4)

Of Students Gainin

> 10 percentile points_-

7-9 percentile points

4-6 percentile points

,1-3 percentile point's

<0 percentile poiMts

MEASUREMENT-OF THE.READING COMPONENT OBJECTIVE AT GRADE 3, GAIN IN
READING TOTAL BERCENTILE. (Regulat Title I Program)

Percent Expected Percent

17 17

6 7

7 7

15 13

56 56

Of Students Gaining ,

> 10 percentile points.--

7-9 percentile points

4-6 percentile points

1-3 percentile points

O. percentile points

MEASUREMENT.OF THE U.ADING COMPONENT OBJECTIVE AT GRADE 4, GALI IN
READING TOTAL PERCENTILE. (Regular Title I Program)

Sercent Expected Percent Of Studeats Gainin

23, 24 > 10 percentile points_-

7 7 7-9 percentile pOints

4-;6 percentile points

1-3 percentile points

_0 percentile points 1

11 11

14 16

46 42

MEASUREMENT OF THE READING COMPONENT OBJECTIVE AT GRADE 5, GAIN IN
READING TOTAL PEACENT/LE. (Regular Title I PrograM)
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Percent Expected Percent

18 21

11. 6

12 13

12 12

. 40 . 46

Of Students Gaining

_> 10 percentile.points.

7-9 percentile points

476 percentile points

13 percentile Points

<0 percentile point

MASUREMLNT OF ISE READING COMPONENT OBJECTIVE AT GRADE. 6, GAIN LX
READING TOTAL pERCENTILE. (Regular Title I Program).

B-185
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. TITLE I SERVICE REPORTS
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81.33

Instrument Descrition:, Title I Seiliice ReDorp

!lief description of the instrument:

Three types of Service Reports were used, depending on-the grade level and type of

institution which was being surveyed: a) K-6 students in AISD Title I schools (except

for Allison and Secker) were counted tfirough a cotputer-generated.roster on which

schools were !asked to indicate the teacher code for each student, whether or not the

student was served by the Title I program, and if served, whether the student was

served in tha.classroom, Lab or both; b) nonpublidand neglected/delinquent institu-

tions were asked to indicate which students were served by Title I and also each

student's test scores (nonpublic) or type of instructional ptogram (NO); and c)

prekindlrgarten students were counted via the Early Childhood Rosters.,

To whom was the instrument administered?
'

.
Information was collected from each Title I institution: 26 AISD schools, 3 nonpublic

schools, and .4 .N&D schools: (Since.all students at Allison and Becker were served bSr

tile Title I program, it was not necessary to mail those schOols a survey. Studpnt

Master File records were Used to determine counts for Allison and Recker.)

How many times was the instrument administered?

Twice for K-6 students in AISD schools; once for nonpublic and neglected/delinquent

institutions, and prekindergarten atudents.:

When was :he instrument administered?

In.November, 1981 for all schools and again in March, 1982 for K-6 students in

AISD schools.

Where was the instrument administered?

Report forma were sent by ORE to the school, where they were completed and returned.

Who administered the inst.e.:neht?

The reports were completed by various school staff membersUsually the secretary and

Title I,contact person.

What training did the administrators have?'

Instructions for completing the reports were provided.

Was the Lnstrumenc administered under standardized conditions?

No.

Were there problems with the instrument dr the administration chat might

affect :he validity of the data?

The personnel completing the forms were rften employed by the program being evaluated.

Who develooed the instrument?

ORE staff members.

What reliability and,validity data are available on the instrument?

None.

Are :here norm data available for interoretin the results?

No.
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81.33

TITLE I SERVICE REPORTS

Purpose

Information from three service repoits-7-the AISD Title-1 service Report,
the,Title I Service,Report for nonpublic and'NOinsiitutions and the
TitlaI Early Childhood RoSters--was used to answer the folloving
decision and evaluation questions from the Title I Evaluation Design foi
1981-82.

Decision Question Dl: Should the Title I Reading Improvement PrO-
gram be modified? If so, how?

Evaluation Question D1-2: How many students were served at
each grade in the folloutng ways: a) in the classroom only,\
b) in the reading center only, and c) in both the classroom
and reading center?

Evaluation Question D1-3: Did students served in the three
various-locations (classrooms; lab, or both) differ in achieve-
ment gains?

Evaluation Question D1-4: Considering instructional arrange-
ment, was the participant-to-instructor ratio equitable
'across campuses?

Information Need 15: How many .students were served by Title I at each
grade in public and nonpublic schools?

Information Need 16: How:many students were served in N&D institutions?

Procedure

The procedures used to gather Title I service information are desCribed
below, by instrument.

Early Rosters

Early Childhood Rosters we-re sent to the teacher6 of the Title I pre-
kindergarten classes in the fall before testing with the Peabody
Picture Vocabulary Test (PPVT). In the spring, information was not
collected using tilt Rosters, but was instead collected at the time each
child was tested wtth the PPVT. Attachment C-1 contains a copy of the
instructions and forms sent to the teachers with the Early Childhood
Rosters.

C-3
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Service Reports for Nonpublic Schools and N&D Institutions

Service information waS requested froM nonpublic schools and N&D institutions
with Title I programs in the fall.. The forms, aemos, and procedures used
to.collect the information can be found in Attachment C-2.*

Title I Service Reports

.The Title I Service Report for K-6 students as sent to htSbapublic schools

twice: once in NOvember and once in March. ttachment C-3 is a copy of

the memo and instructions which accompanied t e' first report. Attachment

C-4 is a copy of the report format. The second service report was sent

to the schools in March. Attachment C-5 is a copy of the memo and
instructions which accompanied the form. Attachment C-6 is a copy of

the report format.

Information provided by the two reports was used to build a Title I
Service File. Any student who was served by Title I according to either
Service Report was included on the Service File. However, students who

were listed as served on both Service Reports were given a different

code then those who were only served according to one of the two reports.
The Service File also contains information about where each student
received service (classroam, lab, or both locations.)

Results

Results are presented by evaluation question or information need.

Evaluation Question D1-2: How many students were- served at ez.ch grade

in the following ways: a) in the classroom only, b) in the reading
center (lab) only, and c) in both the classroom and reading center?

Figure C-1 and'C-2 show the number of
served in each location, according to
For both Fall and Spring Reports, the
grade level were receiving service in

v,)

of classroom anq lab instructibn.

students in each grade who were
Fall and Spring Service Reports .
majority of students at each
the classroom, or in a combination

Evaluation Question D1-3: Did students served in the three'various
locations (classroom, lab, or both)-differ in achievement gains?

This question is addressed in Appendix B, which contains data'from the
Iowa Tests of Basic Skills (ITBS). Generally, the data indicate
that students served in both class and lab outgained those served in
only one location. However,_higher-than-expected achievement gains in

the Title I program may have been due to the increased percentage
of students served in the classroom.

Evaluation Question D1-.4: Considering instructional arrangement, was
the participant-to-instructor ratio equitable across campuses?

c-Q 4,i
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Figures C-3 through C75 show the number of students served at each school,
along wi,th the location of service, separately for .the fall, spring, and
two semesters combined. It was clear that certain Title I schools had a
large turnoVer in the Title I students served at their campus during

,

the year. Rather than arbitrarily choose to use data from either the Fall
or Spring Service Report (in determining the number of students'served
per teacher at each campus), the average of the data on the ,two Service
Reports was calculated to estimate the average number of'students being
,sarved at each campus throughout the'year. Figure C-6 shows this averaga

for each Title I school (except for Atison and Becker), along with the
number of Title I teachers at each school. The third column in Figure C-6'
is the number'of students served per Title I teacher for each sChoo1.

The data indicate a wide variation between schools in the number of students -

being served per Title I teacher. It was unclear whether this variation
occurred due to problems in assigning staff, a choice by some schools to
serve fewer sUdents per teacher, or other,factors. If the variation in
number of students served per teacher was due in part to differences betweet,
projected and actual enrollments, a correlation should be found between the

number of students served per teacher and the difference between actual and
projected enrollments. This correlation was calculated and found to be
nonsignificant and very small (r = - .1186). '

Another possible explanation for the wide variation in the number of students
served per teacher is that serving students in the classroom _allowed a
smaller number of students to be served by each teacher. Thus, the per=
centage of students at each school served totally in the lab should be
positively related to the number of students served per teacher. This
correlation (r = .00?4) was also found to be small and nonsignificant.

It remains unclear what factors produce the-wide variations in the number
of students served per teacher. If he question remains of imporance
to project staff, future evaluations might address issues of selection
and scheduling at various schools, to determine how such procedures
might affect the number of students served.

iInformation Need 15: How many students ware served by T tle 1 at each
grade in public and nonpublic schools?

Figure C-7 indicates the number of K-6 AISD students served oy the Title
program, separately for each grade level. Figure C-8 indicates the number
of Title I students served in prekindergarten at the time of the fall
PPVT testing. (Additional information abOill Title I prekindergarten
students can be found in Appendix A on the PPVT). Figure C-9 gives
the number of students served by Title I at each grade in nonpublic
schools. In 1980-81, 97 nonpublic scool students were served by
Title I, versus 87 for 1981-82.

Information Need 16: .How many students were served in N&D institutions?

Figure C-10 provides the number of students served in N&D institutions
at the time of the Fall Service Report. Due to large turnovers in the
populations of these facilities, the number of students being served
at each institution probably varied considerably throughout the year.

245
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There were relatively few students served by Title I in N&D institutions
for 1981-82, when compared with the previous year: 44 students were served

in 82-82, versus 586 served in 80-81..

24
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COUNTS FROM THE FALLoSERVICE FILE (81-82):

Grade
# Served
in Lab

# Served.
in Class

# Served .

in Both

K 136 417 47
1 293 532 58
2 211 389 29
3 234 404 45
4 200 239 38

,5 148 269 53
6 116 254

r

45

TOTAL 1338 2504 315

Total N = 4157

Figure C-1. AISD STUDENTS SERVED BY TITLE I IN
THE FALL OF 1981, ACCORDING TO
LOCATION OF SERVICE.

COUNTS FROM THE SPRING SERVICE FILE (81-82):

-

Grade
# Served
in Lab

# Served
in Class

# SerVed
in Both

K '°' '194 429 ' 63
1 350 542 70
2 253 367 28

3 257 399 45

4 207 207 79

'.5 174 229 72
6 130 168

.

104

.

,

TOTAL 1565 2341 461

Total N = 4367

Figure C-2. AISD STUDENTS SERVED BY TITLE I I'M
THE SPRING OF 1982, ACCORDING TO
LOCATION OF SFRVICE.

C-7
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r** ltP.TS 2,1 THE FALL 1931-1c32 TITLE I SERVICE REPORT:

7.1/# SERVED # SERVEQ I #SERVED IN t TOTAL
SCHCL IN LAB IN CLASS I BOTH CLASS I SERVED

ONLY ONLY AND LAB

:.ALL I SON 0 425 0 426
CKEP

;ILACKSHEAk
0

99
712

0
0

24
712
123

COKE 46 26 6 76
*78 0 78

C":,,IPBELL 5 163 2 170
VriSCN 12 166 0 178

G.WALL7-7: 14 17 .211
H rz 1, S 44 142 10 196

\2 L 142 0 142
Z 112 0 112

r:Ai< SPILS 65 131 25 221
TE3A 24 28 22 74

%NC HEZ 0 127 0 127
P:c At SP': IN3S 34 4P 0 83

. I4.I.);JET'TP 2 4j 0. 42
40 0 40

0 38 38
Si 0 47 0 47
T .3HTS 21 15 81 117

4 76 0 80
t L AN 63 66 0' 129

LTE:.1 74 23 102
;VALA 63 34 1 98

IA% 77 3 83
176 0 176

0 86 36
41 153 0 .191

71" 1333 I 2504 315 4.157 I

Figure C-3, NUMBER OF STUDENTS SERVED BY TITLE I AT EACH SCHOOL, BY LOCATION
OF SERVICE, BASED ON THE FALL SERVIGE REPORT.

'240'
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\TS P-31 THE SPRI%6 1991-1932 TITLE I SERVICE REPCRT:

SCHCCL

ALLI,SCN
B7CKFA,
.1_4CKSHF.AP
RRUIDK7

SERVED
IN LAE
ONLY

73
50

#

IN

SERVED
CLASS

ONLY

45e,

767

40

^4,

#SERVED IN I

BOTH CLASS I

AND LAB I

0

0

48
5

RzsOwN 1 88 0
6 31 78

DA:ISC% 49 159 0
GVALLF: 192 13
HAi,r<IS

1%.DL.:NftD
72

175
22 38

1

140 4 0
UAK Slo-0I\J;S 73 128
C7TE2,A 23 24 33

0 129 0
2771AN SPIV3S 55 31 1

PI7)3ETCP 20 2? 0

,TISF)AL: 68 9 3

0 0 41
SIAS 0 49 0

HEI5HTS 21 21 84
CrEEK 4 7 0,AALNUT

4LLAN 77 70 0
AC.7TEN 81 13 7
ZAVALA 76 40 0
tICKAA,1 .54 0 3

174 3 0
LI\DER 0 1 92
1._;PCRE) 107 1_08 0

-AO 9 9 MI 4

TTL I 15 I 2341 I 461 1

TOTAL
SERVED

458
767
121
95
89
165
207
205
132
126
144
225
80
129
87
42
80
41
49

12L
73
142
101'

116
7

177
53

215

4367 I.

Figure C-4. NUMBER OF STUDENTS SERVED BY TITLE I AT EACH SCHOOL,
,

BY LOCATION OF SERVICE, BASED ON THE SPRING SERVICE
REPORT.
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Ho'd S II HA I m. (10143INE 0 1(.81-1-082 TITL !), SERVICE 1; EPHr T:.

.40 0, 4.6 4 .4

4. jm

iNumber served the same on both reports.
141 44 4141 0.14 64 4. 4 14 .4 OM 4614 41.,

1 11 SERVED
scticrIL * I IN LAE1

ONLY

ALLISON
PECKER
riLACKSHEAR
fikt,OKE.
HrOWN
CA1PBELL
DAWSON
GHVALLE
.HARRIS
IAPLEW000

METZ
OAK S7RINGS
OkTEGA
SANCHEZ
P;7CAN SPR,INGS
P IOGETOP
Rog DALE
POSEWOOD
SINS
TRAVIS HEIGHTS
4ALMJT CPEEK
ALLAN
wHOTEN,
7AVALA

4 I NN
t

I A;!';-*ORO

.44. 44 4

0
0

.64
44

3.

3

15
175

34

).s'c

33
4

35

19
4

61
61
59
76

155

411 sv -.am. at 4 4a. 40 44o .1441010114,44 a. 41 AI.

TAL I 116'i
144. 4. C4 4b .j 44. r4111.0.4 .44 14t%,,0 .44,44.*

/Ma DA. lava 4I 411 Co

# SERVED
IN CLASS

ONLY...... NO

406
671

I #SEPVEO IN I

I BOTH CLASS
I AND LAB

41 MN 44014 4 14 .4. IAN 44

14 SFFVE.D
I DIFEEPENTLY
!FALL -11 SPRING

44 1 a 4. 4

* *

I /4 SERVED ON
I ONE REPORT

11 1.

62
120

TOTAL
'SE,RyFi)

414 An WV

469
794

10

0 22 27 c) 1,37

25 4 3 23 99
73 0 1 22 97
72 67 41 186

140 0 0 70 225
0 13 4 26 2f8

67 87 208
1 0 21 142

4 2 57 16.)
119 21 1? 41 245

23 17 1 23 87
120 0 0 15 1?5
26 1 17 16 93

16 2 ,44
5 0 43 83
0 A3 0 12 45

39 0 14 94
20 67 35 143
73: 0 83
60
13

0n 1P
33
21

152
113

30 7 25 121
3 1 10 90

3 0 3? 192
1 70 99

74 6 9 73 241 251
4111104/ 4110.4441 0444 4 4. LISS.4 4 4

I .2033 I 257 32 974 I 4749
,..114.4044A4684.4.4.:..4401.swdr.......3.1.....mas tC 44 :44 ..,,s4 14 4 a, 14 .41 14 4 4 PSt .4 4 ofl tvell Aft 4 *OW kaa

**Served In a schoolwide project on one report, but regular Title /, on,the other.
4 fj P4(; SIf "L , I It 16'3 SFI'Vrt) Wi(y ON FALL SoEF VIC.f

Figure C-5. LOCATION OF TITLE I SERVICE AND NUMBER OF STUDENTS SERVED

MI IIIII MI MI Ban 0111111BIAMALIMID Sinn INIMRT SPIN NM 1.111
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NUMBER OF 0 ACTUAL PERCENT OF

AVERAGE NUMBER NUMBER OF STUDENTS ENROLLMENT STUDENTS SERVED

OF TITLE I SERVED PRQJECTED (AS OF 3RD ACTUAL - ONLY IN LAB

SCHOOL STUDENTS SERVED* TEACHERS PER TEACHER ENROLLMENT* SIX WEEKS) PROJECTED (SPRING)

.

BLACKSHEAR ..... 122 3 40.7 442 455 13 60.3

BROOKE 87 2 43.5 409 365 -44 52.6

BROWN 84 2 42.0 467 552 85 1.1

CAMPBELL 168 5 33.6 461 385 -76 3.6

DAWSON 193 5 38.6 620 673 53 23.2

COVALLE 208 5 41.6 644 637 -7 93.7
a

HARRIS 164 3 54.7 535 571 36 54.5

MAPLEWOOD 134 3 44.7 397 424 27 99.2

METZ 128 3 42.7 436 429 -7 97.2

OAK SPRINGS 223 5 44.6 494 512 18 32.4

ORTEGA 77 2 38.5 '280 276 -4 28.8

SANCHEZ 128 3 42.7 384 377 -7 0

PECAN SPRINGS 85 2 42.5 338 352 14 63.2

RIDCETOP 42 1 42.0 259 241 -18 47.6

ROSEDALE 60 2 30.0 218 245 27 85.0

c..1 ROSEWOOD 40 1 40.0 140 121 -19 0

I SIMS 48 1 48.0 248 228 -20 0H
1-' TRAVIS HEIGHTS 122 3 40.7 641 686 45 16.7

WALNUT CREEK. 79 2 39.5 283 280 ,-3 5.1

ALLAN 136 4 34.0 527 671 144 50.7

WOOTEN 102 3 34.0 396' 447 51 80.2

,ZAVALA 107 3 35.7 430 403 -27 65.5

NORMAN 84 2 42.0 250 , 236 -14 96.6

WINN 177 4 44.3 569 579 10 98.3

LINDER 85 2 42.5 563 501 -62 0

LANGFORD 203 5 40.6 843 881 38 49.8

*From *From
Fall and Spring Compensatory
Service Reports. Planning

Sheet 81-82

Figure C-6.. NUMBER OF TITLE I STUDENTS SERVED, NUMBER SERVED PER TEACHER, ENROLLMENT
DATA, AND PERCENTAGE OF STUDENTS SERVED ONLY IN THE READING LAB (by campus.)
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r

0

COUNTS FROM THE COMBINED 1981-1982 TITLE I SERVICE FILE:

Grade
# Served

Fall
# Served
Spring

# Served
on Either*

K 600 686 720

1 883 962 192
2 629 .648 705

3 683 701 752

4 477 493- 534

'.5

470 475 541

6 415 .402 465

.

TOTAL 4157 4367 4749

* On one or both service reports.

Figure C-7. NUMBER OF K-6 AISD STUDENTS SERVED AT
EACH GRADE LEVEL, SEPARATELY FOR FALL
AND SPRING, AND FOR THOSE ON AT LEAST
ONE REPORT.

C-12
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I.

School
# Prekindergarten

Children

Brown** 32
Maplewood 15

Norman 16'

Ortega 16

Ridgetop* 6

Rosewood 16

Sims 16

TONAL 124

* 1/2 teacher

** 2 teachers

Figure C-8. NUMBER OF TITLE I
PREKINDERGARTEN
STUDENTS AT EACH-
CAMPUS, ACCORDING
TO FALL EARLY
CHILDHOOD ROSTERS.

# of Students
Grade Served

16

1 16

2 8

3 10

4 17

5 15

6 5

TOTAL 87

Figure C-9. NUMBER OF NONPUBLIC
scgou STUDENTS SERVED
BY TITLE I AT. EACH GRADE
LEVEL, ACCORDING TO FALL
SERVICE REPORT.

C-13
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I.

N&D INSTITUTIONS

Institutions # of Students

Jr. Helping Hand Home 22

'Salado House 15

Settlement Club Home 7

Spectrum Emergency Shelter 0*

Figure C-10. STUDENTS REPORTED AS BEING SERVED
BY EACH N&D INSTITUTION.

* No studehti were served because money
for materials was not spent.

C-14 256
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Attachment C-1

CORRESPONDENCE WITH PREKINDERGARTEN TEACHERS
ABOUT EARLY CHILDHOOD ROSTERS

(Page 1 of 3)

C-15
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81.33

TO:

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL,DISTRICT
Office of Research and Evaluation

September 11, 1981

Attachment C-1
(Page 2 of 3)

Title I, Migrant, and Title VII Prekindergarten Teachers

FROM: Martini na Title VII Evaluation Intern

Catherin istner, Migrant Evaluator
Karenerstud, Title I Evaluator

SUBJECT: Prekindergarten Achievement Pretest.

The Peabody Picture Vocabulary.Test (PPVT) will be used again this-year

to measure prekindergarten achievement results. This will be a more recent

version of the PPVT test, but the testing will be conducted in the same

manner as it was last year. The testing. dates will:be in.October during

the petiod of the 19t,h through the 22nd and the 26th through the 29th.--

Several teachers last year had very good success in getting high student-

attendance and positive student attitudes on the day of testing. The

children were.told about the testing beforehand. Notes were sent home

asking parents to be sure the child got lots of sleep and came to school on

the testing day. The children were very eager to participate and were not

at all anxious.

Important points to remember about the testing are:

We will be calling each of you later in September

to schedule a testing date.
We will start testing when your class begins in

the morning and be finished before lunch.

Each child will be tested individually and will be

out of your class between five and fifteen minutes.

As always your cooperation is greatly appreciated. Please feel free to

call with any questions.

CC:KC:MA:lg

APPROVED N_

--Jirector, Research and Ev

APPROVED:

uation

Assistant SUperintendent for Elementary Education

cc: Anita Uphaus
Lee Laws
Oscar Cantu
Hermelinda Rodriguez
Anita Coy

Timy Baranoff
Lawrence Buford
Principals with Migrant, Title ;,. and Title VII pre-

teachers
Eva Rivera

1

K

2 5 b'
C-16
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Name

Early Childhood Roster
Please liii in the blanks below.

Blrthdate

25w

Return thls copy to Joe Burleson, P.O. Box 79, AISD's school mail.

Title T will proiiide xerox copy for your records..

26u

w.



81.13

At'tachment C-2

CORRESPONDENCE WITH NONPUBLIC AND N&D SCHOOLS
ABOUT FALL 'SERVICE REPORT

'(Page 1 of 8)

29i
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81.33 .AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
Office of Research and Evolution (Page 2 of 8)

November 19, 1981

Attachment C-2

TO: Nonpublic School Principals

FROM: .Karen Carsrud, Title I Evaluator

SUBJECT: Title I Service Report for Nonpublic Schools

As you know, our office is charged with evaluating the Title I Proszem on

your campus. In order to do that, we need to know who you are saiving

and what their test scores are. The attached form is designed to provide

that information. Please complete the report following the enclosed in-

struction and' return the form to ORE by December 4, 1981.

If you have any questions, please feel free to call (458-1227).

......e

Approved: et_

KC/lw

Enclosure

Director of Office of Research aid Evaluation

cc: Oscar Cantu
Lee Laws
Allie Langdon
Sister Loretta Raphael

C-19
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81.33 AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
Office of Research and Evaluation

TITLE I SERVICE REPORT FOR NONPUBLIC SCHOOLS

Attachment C-2
(Page 3 of 8)

INSTRUCTIONS

The purbose of the Service Report is to provide information about the,services
being provided by Title.I to students in nonpublic schools. Please provide.
the information described below for each student who received Title I services
at your school.

Name: List the students served by the Title. I Program at your school. Please

do not use nicknames.

Address: Home address of the student, street and number. Include city if

student resides outside Austin.

Grade: Current grade placement of the student.

Selection Test: The selection test is the one used to determine the student's
eligibility for Title I service. The boxes under this heading are divided in
daalf; the'bottom or left half is for reading tests, the top or right half is
for math tests. Selection Testk,information is needed for each area in which

a student receives Title I insti'uction. For each test provide the information

described below.

a. Test Name. You .can write initials of the test in
the box; e.g., SRA or ITBS. Unless you indicate
otherwise, the test will be assumed to be a read-
ing total score.

b. Score. Record the student's percentile -Lore. If

no percentile score is available, indicate what kind
of score has been recorded.

c. Date. The date the test was given.

Pretest (if different from selection test): This refers to the test which
will be used to measure the achievement objective at your school.

Record the same information aS-described above. Remember that reading test
information is recorded in the lower or left half, while math information is
recorded in the upper or right half.

Title I Instruction: Indicate the subject area(s) in which each student
received Title I instructional services. If the student was served in
reading or math only, place a check in the proper column. If.the student

was seered in both reading and math, check both columns.

N:
Withdrawn: If a student has withdrawn from Tia I, please record the
withdrawal date in the last box on the-right.



81.33 Attachment
,(Page 4 of 8)

Continuation Title I Service Report Instructions

Also, at the bottom of the form, indicate the date you first began serving
students in reading and math.

Return the completed forms to the following address:

Karen Carsrud-
AISP
6100 Guadalupe
Austin, Texas 78752



ow ow me am am so ow ow um -am

AUSTIN INDEPENDUNI SCHOOL DISTRICT
. .

Office of Research and Evaluation

Title 1 Service Report for Nonpublic Schools

.

SELECTION TEST PRETEST TITLE I SERVICE WITH-

DRAWN
NAME ADDRESS GR. NAME SCORE DAlE NAME SCORE DATE READING MATH

.

.--."-----,

----------,,*-''''"-----..

'-------, -----.

-----,..----------_.---------.

'------',, -----, : ..

.

. ''''---

''---,..
.

',',,.
-----------

-,,,,
.

"---------:. '-:---,-,.

"----------:.

''---,"-----...

`'-,
'.."-----:,' .

""---\._'-'-''------..

,
-"-------,

,

.

'--------.

"---.:--,.'"----,...

-------------

--"---------,

,

1

A

.

Date of first Title I serviCe:

265

Reading Math



81.33 AUSTIN LNDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
Office of Research and Evaluation

November.19, 1981

TO: Superintendents of N & D Institutions

FROM: Karen Carsrud, Title Evaluator

SUBJECT: Title. t Service Report for N & D Institutions

Attachment C-2
(Page 6 of 8)

-

As you may know, out office'is charged with reporting certain information,
to the Texas Education Agency regarding the. Title I programs in tnstitutions
for neglected and/or delinquent children. ,Specifically, we need to know
which students received Title I Services,

Please complete the enclosed report and return it co CRE by November 7th.

If you have any questions or need additional materials, pleage call (458-122.7).

Thank you.

Approved:

KC/lw

CC:

j7;22
Director of,Office

Lee Laws
Allie Langdon
Oscar Cantu

)
of Research and Ei:Taion

26?
C-23



81.33 AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT Attachment C-2

Office of Research and Evaluation (Page 7 of 8)

TITLE I SERVICE REPORT. FOR N&D INSTITUTIONS.

INSTRUCTIONS

The purpose of the Service Report is to provide infOrmation aboutthe services,
being provided by Title I to students in N&D institutions

Please,provide the information described below for each student who
receives Title I services at your home..

.Name: List the names nf all students served by Title I at your institution
trom August 27th through November 20, 1981.

AISD Schonl or. InstitutiOnal Program: If the student attends-an AISD school,
write.the_school's name in this column. If the student is not attending
public school, use the codes below to show the kind of educational program
serving the student.

Institutional 'Basic Education Proc.-ran: A program in reading,

writing, math, etc. offered at the institution,

2 = Institutional Vocational Education Program: A vocational education

program ofzered at the institutions.

3 = Institutional Special Education Program:. An. instructional program
offered at-the institution to students with handicaps or special

nedds.

4 = No- Prosram: The student is not served by an educational program.

5 = Other: If the student is served By an educational program that is
not des.zribed above, use-this code and provide a brief description

off the program.

Return the completed'form to the following address:

1

Karen Carsrud
AISD
6100 Guadalupe
Austin, Texas 78752

C-24
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AUSTIN .I6EPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
Office of Research sndpialuation

Title I thirvice Report for N&D Institutions (1981-82)

Name AISD School or Institutional Program**

** 1 = Institutions; Basic Education Program
-2 = Institutional Vocational EduCstion Program
3 = Institutional Special Education Program7

4 No Program
1111 1111 mow Imo ow mg IMILr UPPLAIII 1111 1111 11111 1111 1111 1111 1111 1111 1111
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,Attachment C-3

CORRESPONDENCE WITH AISD SCHOOLS
ABOUT FALL SERVICE REPORT

(Page 1 of 4),

C-26
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81.33
AUSTIN INpEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT

Office. of Research and Evaluation
(Page 2 of 4)

November 16, 1981
11

Attachtent C-3

TO: Principals of Title I Schools

FRMA: Karen Carsrud, Title I'Evaluator

SUB.SECT: Title I Service Report

Attached is the Title I Service Report for Fall, 1981 along with a set of

instructions for completing it. -This data collection effort will serve two

purposes. First, it replaces an effort by the Division of Planning and Pro-

gramming to collect teacher cocles. Other'schools (non-Title I) will proyide

the information later.

Second, it is the first of two Title I Service Reports,for the 1981-82 school

year. .There are two major steps to completing the form:

a. updating the roster so that it reflects current

llenroment
;

t,

b. adding the Title I information.

I suggest that the updating be done by someone at the school office who has

access to current class rosters. It represents a task all elementary schools

will be asked to complete eventually.

The Title I teachers should add the Title I information next. Please pass

the report to
, your school's Title I contact

person, who will see that the form is completed with the Title I information

and returned to ORE by December 10th.

If you have any questions about the report, please call (458-1227).

Approved: e Awni
esearch and Ev tion

Approved:
Assistant Superintendent of Elementary

irector o

Education

KC/lw

cc: Lee Laws
Oscar Cantu
Title I Instructional Coordinators

Terry Bishop
Gler bimith

C-27



81.33 Attachment C-3
.(Page 3 of 4)'

rNSTRUCTIONS FOR COMPLETING THE TITLE I SERVICE REPORT

The instructions below are rather detailed, but
They were written in detail in an attempt to anticipate problems that might

arise. It is important that the instructions be followed so that the re-

sults are accurate and comparable across campuses.

Roster

The District's Department of Planning and Programming is planning to collect

the information described below from each elementary school campus.' In order

to prevent your having to report this information twice, we have made arrange-

ments to share this information with Planning and Programming. As a result,

your school will be skipped when this information is collected from the other

schools later in the year. In order for the information to be useful to Title

I and Planning and Programming, it is important that you

a. add the name, teacher
unlisted students who
and

b. add teacher codes for

code, and ID number for any
currently attend your school,

those students already listed.

'Spaces have been left between grades for adding names. Use the instructions

below for adding students and updating information.

1. Teacher: Attached to these instructions is a list

of code numbers for the professional employees on

your campus. Write the code number for each student's

classroom teacher in the spaces to the left of the

student's name. If a code number is already

verify its accuracy.

2. Student Name: Use the student's official name; do

not use nicknames.

3. In: Add the student's AISD identification number.

If a student listed on the report no longer attends your school; mark a

"W" for "Withdrawn" in place of the,teacher code.

Adding Tile I Information

The information requested below is needed for the Title I evaluation. It

is important that the information be provided for each student to be served

by Title I this year.

2
C-28



81.33 Attachment C-3
(Page 4 of 4).

The instrucz:ions below describe how to record the Title I information.

1. Check If Served by Title Place a check in this column'

to show which students are being served by Title I and also

a check to indicate where he/she waS served. Multiple_checks
should be made if the student was served in more than one

:place. All students being served as of Nov. 16-shouZd be
checked, regardless of the length Of service.

For exa,1e the services for the students.described below are

coded on. the sample form following. ,

Student 1

Student 2

Student_l: He is seen by a Title I teacher in
his classroom.

Student 2*: She is seen by the Title I Reading
teacher in the classroom in the morning. In

addition, she is seen by the Title I teacher
in the reading center or lab twice each week.

Check if Served
By Title I'

Check If Served In:
,Lab Class

-
,

Return to ORE

When the report has been updated and completed, send it to the following

address:

Lorrie Ward, O.R.E.
Administration Building, Box 79
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Attachment C-5

SAMPLE PRINTOUT FROM SPRING SERVICE REPORT

.(Page 1 o.c.2)
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SCHOOL: BLACKSHEAR

GRADE: 5

STUDENT NAME,

AUSTIN INPrPtODENT scHOOL DISTRICT
OFFICE or RESEARCH AHD EVALUATION.

.01/0

STUDENT

fITLE I SERVICE REPORT

SPRING, 19R2

GRADE

:6 IAN 41.I

9

5

9

9

5

5

5

5

9

5

9

5

9

OUR RECORDS . CORRECTIONSJIF ANYI.
SHOW TITLE I * CHECK IF SERVEI) IN:*
SERVICE IN: NOT SERVED LAB CLASS

CLASS C LAB *

LAB

tAR

*

_

a

a

a'

CVEK ROTH Ir APPLICABLE
MO IIIII NM MI OM. 1.1111

2
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Attachment C76

CORRESPONDENCE WITH AISD SCHOOLS
ABOUT SPRING SERVICE REPORT

(Page 1 of 4)
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.8133 Attachment C-6
AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT (Page 2 of 4)
0:fice. of Research and Evaluation

April 7, 1982

TO: Principals of Title I Schools

FROFI: Karen Carsrud, Title I EvaluZtorgV
-

SUBJECT: Title I Service Report for Spring, 1982

.In order po know which children are being Served by the Title I program,
we must verify and update phe information collectedon the Fall, 1981
Title I Service Report. Hopefully,_this.process will be fast and easy.
for you,_because nothing will need to.be done for students with correct
information.

Enclosed is a printout oi students at your school, according to the Student

Masterfile. The printout.also indicates the information we hal/e about

each stddent's Title Iservice.

?lease read the enclosed instructions, Loaiete the report,.and return it
to me by April 31, 1982, I= youha,- any questions, call Karen Carsrud

or Karen Goforth at 458-1227. Tha:k you for your help.

.

Approved: %,
-7-Directo of Office of Research'and ,btaluation

App,roved: 4-..21;74F ,J A' /1
1

Assistant Superintendent oi-Elementary Education

KC:lfa

col Timy Baranoff
Hermelinda Rodriguez
Oscar 'Cantu,

Alicia Martinez
Ann Neeley

.

Kathryn Stone

C-35
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81.33 Attachment d-6

INSTRUCTIONS FOR THE SPRING, 1982 TITLE I SERVICE REPORT (Page 3 of 4)

(SEE ALSO ATTACHED SAMPLE REPORT)

For stUdents with totally correct information, do-nothing! No

additional information ie requested.

2) For Title students who have withdrawn entirely from the school
place a N" under "Not Served."

3) For students who are still ,at your school, but who (contrary
to our records) are not receiving Title I service, place a
check ('v(") in the column under "Not Srved." Do this onLy
for students we list incorrectly as being served.

4) If the information about where the child is served (class, lab,
or both class and lab) is incorrect, please show the correct.
information in the two right-hand columns on the printout.

EHPORTANT: The:information you check in the three right7hand
columns will replae the previoue information. For etudents

with incorrect information the complete correct information
should be placed in these columns. (See examples,on the
sample attached.)

5) Add to the printout only those Title I students who are receiving
Title I service, but who are not listed on the printout. Non-

Title L students who are not on the list do not need to be added.

6) If you need a copy of the completed printoUt for your records,
please write. "COPY" in the top right-hand corner of the first
page of the printout, and we will send you a copy: (The

carbon paper was jo messy and hard to read that this approach
sihould be easier.)

7) Send the completed report to:

Karen Carsrud
Office of Research and.Evaluation

8) Please retuia them by April 31, 1982. Call Karen Carsrud or

Karen Goforth if you have any questions.

C-36
283
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Appendix D

KINDERGARTEN OBSERVATION FORM
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81.33

Instrument Description: Kindergarten Observation Form

(

Brief d'escriotinn of :he instrument:

The,Kindergarten Observation Form is a systematic observation instrument designed

to ans*er--"What is the amount and type of instruction provided to former pre-

kindergarten and regular kindergarten students during a school day?" Two

students from a class were observed.for each minute during an entire school day.

The variables observed include adult-contact, amount of:instruction, instructional

grouping, group size and off-task behavior.

To wham vas the instrument administered?

A total of 10A kindergarten students--52 who had participated in a Title I

prekindergarten program, and 52 who had not participated in any District

prekindergarten activities.

low many times was the instrument administered?

One observation day was conducted nerstudent, although two students were
observed simultaneously. Hence, 32 observations were conducted.-

When vas the. instrument -administered?

Between December, 1931 and May, 1932.

Where was the instrument administered?

Any-area of the school where the students received instruction.

Who administered'the 'instrument?

A Title : evaluation assistant.

What. :raining did the administrators hava?
V.

r;eneral training in the observation procedures and three days of practice

observations.

Was the instrument administered under standardized conditions?

Zlassroom situations varied.

Were :here Problems with the :nstrumen: or tho adm'n'strat4pn that r4z-t.
a"=^- he v '4"-v of :ne zeta?

-7he advance notification of scheduled observations may have caused teacher pre

paration for the observation. Also; some teachers identified the studrts under

observation and may have altered their behavior toward the students.-.

develoned the instrument?

O,ffica of Research and Evaluation, Austin Independent School District.

Whet reliability and valicitv iats sr, as4lab1 , on th, 'nstrlmen?
Inter-rater reliability was assessed using incraclass correlation coefficients

for each of the coded categories.

Are ;7e1. ...1:n.7..ra:inz the

40.61111111
D-2
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81.33

KINDERGARTEN OBSERVATION FOIW

purpose

Information from the Kindergarten Observation Form was used to answer the
following decision and evaluation questions from the Title I Evaluation

Design for 1981-82.

Decision Question D5: Should changes be made in the instruction
of kindergarten students who have participated in Early Childhood
Education program's?

Evaluation Question D5-1: Are there differences between former
prekindergarten students and their regular kindergarten peers in
the amount of time they spend in: a) basic instruction, b) adult

contact, or c) time-on-task?

Evaluation Question D5-2: What are the differences in the

instruction of former prekindergarten students and their
regular kindergarten peers?

Procedure

Instrument Development

Two major observation instruments that have been previously used.in AISD

are: a) the Early Childhood Observation Form (ECOF) which was in prekinder-
garten classesT-and-b)-the_Pupil Activities Record-Originaland Revised

(PAR-R), which was used in elementary grades. Both instruments had been
shown to provide useful information fm the gradejevels for which they
were designed. However, it was decided Eb-combine and modify sections of

the two instruments so that:

. two students could be observed simultaneously as a pair,

the level and grouping of students' instruction could be
ascertained, and
the form reflected the somewhat general nature of many
kindergarten activities.

Attachment D-1 contains a copy of the final formfalat was developed and

Attachment D-2 f'ontains the instructions used in coding the observations.

Sampling

StUdents in the sample were chosen as either Group I or Group II studenLs.
Kindergarten students for 1981-82 who were in the Title I. prekindergar,ten.

program for 1980-81 were randomly ordered, and the first 52 students were

chosen as the GroUp I students fOr the observations. Kindergarten students

who had not been it a Title I, Migrant,.or Title VII'prekindergarten pro-
graM were then randomly ordered and the first child with the same school

and teacher as the Group I student was then selected as the matching
Group II student in a pair. Alternates for each student were Other students

in the same class who fell into the same category o: program definition,

2



81.33

All sampling and scheduling were conducted by the evaluator. The evaluation

assistant/observer was not told which of the two groups consisted of

former grekindergarten students. However, it is likely that differences

in ability between Group I and Group II students made it apparent which

students had,received prekindergarten instruction. In addition, four

Group II students were found to have received private prekindergarten

.instruction, and others may also have received such instruction. Although

the four students who were known to have received private prekindergarten

instruction were omitted from the analyses, the remaining effects of these

two confodnding variables on the observations are not known.

Scheduling

Observations began in early December and cOntinued through mid-April.

Make-up observations were scheduled in late April and early May.

It was decided that the two days imthediately before and after

Christmas holidays would be excluded from the list of potential

observation days. School holidays for pupils were also excluded. A

total of 80 days remained on which observation* could be scheduled.

These possible observation dates were numbered from "1" to "80", and

fifty-two random numbers were chosen between 1 and 80, inclusive. These

fifty-two numbers corresponded to the fifty-two dates that were chosen

for the observations.

The fifty-two pairs of target students were then arranged in randbm order

(using random numbers from 1 to 52). The order in which the pairs were

arranged in turn determined the order of observations.

All elementary principals were sent a memo telling them about the

observations, even though not all schools were observed. Attachment D-3

contains this memo, along with the announcement for principals to post

in their school for teachers. Attachment D-4 contains a copy of the

brochure sent to principals for sharing with their staff. The brochure

provides additional information about the observations.

Reliability Checks

Two half-day reliability checks were conducted. One was conducted in the

morning and the other in the afternoon. The evaluator conducted the reli-

ability checks with the evaluation assistant/observer. Results of these

checks are reported in "Results" section of this appendix.

Conducting the Observations

Due to some unusual Christmas field trip activities, the first observation

was Lascheduled. In addition, one observation was cut short, due to snow.

Students were sent home early and it was decided that a specific code of

7 under "No Instruction" would be used to describe the cancellation of

activities witil the end of that school day. One additional opservation

was rescheduled due to questions about how a field trip activity had been

coded. Hence, 4the final sample of days included in the observations did

not have any field trip days included.

D-4
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Analyses

In order to compare the students who had participated in Title I as pre-
kindergartners with those who did not, a t-test was Conducted on each
major category that was coded. The dependent variable, in each case, was
th,a number of minutes in a day that a student spent in a particular
category of interest; e.g., the number,of total minutes spent in formal
instruction, the number Of minutes in which adult contact occurred, etc.
Figure D-1 contains a list of the variables that were examined. As

mentioned earlier, four students who.were discovered to have attended
private prekindergarten were omitted from these analyses. It was not

known whether they had received a program comparable to the Title I
program, but. they probably were not comparable, to non-prekindergarten
students, either.

Reliabilities were calculated using intraclass correlation coefficients,
from the PRIME statistical lArary. Reliability data and programs are
contained on University of Texas permanent file number A020, under the
file names RELDATA and RELPROG.

Results

Reliability. Figure 1)--1 reports data on both inter-rater and intra-rater

reliability. Three behaviors or variables did..not occur during the
reliability checks and,no reliabilities were calculated for these variables.

These variables were: instructional arrangement, highest level; instructibnal
arrangement, second highest level; and individualized instruction. Three

other variables were found to have low reliabilities, while the remaining
reliabilities were all above +.92, and most were above +.98. The three

variables with comparatively low reliabilities were: no instruction, code 1
("Other" noninstructional activities), off-task behavior, and contact with

classroom teacher during formal instruction.

The low reliability for coding off-task'behavior was probably due to some
difficulty in deternaining what task a kindergarten student "should" be
doing during the many; informal activities which occur in a kindergartner's

day. Also, coding brief moments of off-task behavior is difficult when
two students are observed simultaneously. Coding of overall ("total")
noninstructional time was found to be'very reliable (*.995) and the low
reliability for the single subcategory of "Other" may be due to the
inexperience of the evaluator doing the reliability check in using the.,

categories.

Evaluation Question D5-1: Are there differences between former pre-K

students and their recular kindergarten peers in the amount of time they

spend in: a) basic instruction; b) adult contact, or; c) time-on-task?

Figure D-2 shows means for the two groups on each dependent variable,

along with theprobabilities that such differences .occurred by chance.

No statistically significant differences were found between the two groups

in the amount of instruction (formal or informal) or adult conduct (any
adult, classroom teacher, or other. teacher) they received. No differences were

found between thevtwo groups on the frequency Of off-task behavior, either.

D-5 2
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DEPENDENT VARIABLES

INTER-RATER
RELIABILITY

INTRA-RATER
RELIABILITY

Total Formal Instruction
Formal Instruction-Adult Directed
Formal Instruction-Outside Of C1ass
Total Informal Instruction

.9816

.9866

.9982

.9926

.9639

.9735
-.9964

.9853

Informal Instruction-Outcome Directed .9668 .9357

Informal Instruction-Free Play Or
Spontaneous By Teacher .9972 .9944

Total No Instruction .9945 .9890

No Instruction-Code "Other" .1176 .0625
7 Contact With Classroom Teacher .9009 .8197

Contact With Classroom Teacher-During
Formal Instruction .0962 .0505

Contact With Other Teacher .9908 .9818

Contact With.Other Teacher-During
Formal Instruction .9980 .9961

Contact With Other Adult .9692 .9403

Contact With Other Adult-During
Formal Instruction .9635 .9296

Total Adult Contact .9791 .9591

Off Task .6042 .4329

Instructional Arrangethent

Same Level .9966 .9933

Highest Level * *

Second Highpst Level * *

Third Highest Levels. (Or Lower) 1.0000 1.0000

vr---- Whole Class .9991 .9983

/(

Individualized
Out-Of-Class For Instruction

*

.9982

*

.9964

Average Group Size .9637 .9300

Average Group Size During Formal
'Instruction .9901 .9804

Average Group Size During Informal
Instruction .9981 .9963

.(* None calculated-did not occur during reliability checks.)

Figure D-1, MAJOR DEPENDENT VARIABLES IN THE OBSERVATION ANALYSES,
ALONG WITH THEIR RELIABILITIES.

D-6 29i



81.33

Evaluation Question D5-2: What Are the differences in the instruction
of former prekindergarten students and their regular kindergarten peers?

Analysis of the types of instructional grouping that children participated
in revealed that former prekindergarten students sPent significantly more
time in groups receiving the highest level of content than did non-pre-

% kindergarten students. In addition, the formef prekindergarten students
tended to receive less time in the lowest instructional groups (p < .09).
However, the size of these group differences'was quite small; only a few
minutes per day. Analysis of other variables did not reveal any differences
between the two groups of students.

General Findings. Although not included in the Evaluation Design, several
questions of interest can be asked of the observation data concerning,,the
daily activities. Figure D-3 gives the average number of minutes per'day
spent in each activity for all children who were observed. Results

indicate that the students spent approximately 95 minutes (25%) of their
time in fOrmal instructional activities, 55 minutes (14%) in informal
tnstructional activities, and 240 minutes (61%) in noninstructional
activities. Figure D-4 indicates the most recent information obtained
about students in prekindergarten for comparison purposes. Total time

spent in both types of instruction was lower for 1981-82 kindergartners
than for 1980-81 prekindergartners.*

* (Prekindergarten students in 1979-80 spent even more time in
instructional activities than prekindergarten students in 1980-81.)

D-7 292
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t=c

MEAr3
FORMER
PRE,-K

yoR
REGULAR

DEPENDENT VARIABLES

Total Forthal Instruction . 96.32 96.06 .97

Formal Instruction-Adult Directed 76.34 77.57 < .84
Formal Instruction-Outside Of Class 19.98 18.49 .61

Total Informal Instruction 54.77 53.15 < .76
Informal Instruction-Outcome Directed 18.02 18.13 .98

Informal Instruction-Free Play Or
Spontaneous By Teacher 36.75 35.02 .68

Total No Instruction 238.91 240.79 .81

No Instruction-Code "Other" 125.04 132,30 < .35

Contact With Classroom teacher 1065 105.53 < .91

Contac't With Classroom Teacher-During
Formal Instruction 50.09 4q.79 .95

Contact With Other Teacher ,11.68 8.70 .38

Contact With Other Teacher-Duing
Formal Instruction 5.92 5.77 .94

Contact With Other Adult 4.43 6.04 .47,

Contact With Other Adult-During
Formal Instruction 1.94 2.83 .46

Total Adult Contact 122.34 120.26 ,76

Off Task 1.21 1.30 .87

Instructional Arrangement

Same Level 14.92 13.74 .72

Highest Level 7.09 , 2.09 .09

Second Highest Level 1.72 < .70
Third Highest Levels (Or Lower) .72 3.60 < .03*
Whole Class 52.42 56.43 .51

Individualized <

Out-Of-Class For Instruction 19.98 18.49 < .61

Average Group Size 4.02 3.69 .31

Average Group Size During Formal
Instruction 11.99 11.29 .31

Average Group Size During Informal
Instruction 7.12 5.87 .13

* Statistically significant.

Figure D-2. COMPARISON u7 GROUP MEANS ON EACH VARIABtE, FOR
FORMER PREKINDERGARTEN AND REGULAR KINDERGARTEN

STUDENTS.

D-8
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MEAN FOR ALL 'STUDENTS
DEPENDENT VARIABLES COMBINED

Tota3 Formal InstruCtion
Formal Instruction-Adult Directed
Formal Instruction-mOutside Of Class
Total Informal Instruction
Informal Instruction-Outcome Directed
Informal Instruction-Free Play Or

Spontaneous By Teacher
Total No Instruction
No Instruction-Code "Other"
Contact With Classroom Teacher
Contact With Classroom Teacher-During
Formai Instruction

Coneact With Other Teacher
Contact With Other Teacher-During
ForMal Instruction

Contact With Other Adult
Contact With Other Adult-During
Formal Instruction

Total Adult Contact
Off Task
Instructional Arrangement

95.36
76.03
19.33
55.17
18.23

36.94
239.47
127.57
105.20

49,50
10.08

5.73
5.02

2.27
120.28

1.20

Same Level 14.13

Highest Level
///'

4.56

Second Highest Level 1.38

Third,Highest.Levels (Or Lower) 2.67

Whole Class 53.19

Individualized 0.00

Out-Of-Class For YInstruction 19.33

Average Group Size 3.83

Average Group Size During Formal ,

Instruction 11.60

Average Group Size During Informal
Instruction 6.48

4,

Figure D-3: MEAN NUMBER,OF MINUTES PER DAY FOR EACH VARIABLE (ALL

STUDENTS COMBINET)),
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Attachment D-2

INSTRUCTIONS FOR USING THE KINDERGARTEN
OBSERVATION FORM

(Page 1 of 6)
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81.33
Attachment D-2
(Page 2 of 6)

INSTRUCTIONS FOR USING THE KINDERGARTEN OBSERVATION FORM

This observation instrument was developed to provide information for use

,in comparing former pre-:kindergarten students with kindergarten students

who were nct in a pre-kindergarten program.

Upon arriving at a school, the observer should go to the classroom of the

target,pair of children. The teacher should identify the two target child-.

ren, as well as the t*o alternates. If one of the target children is absent,

choose the alternate, if one is present.in that class.. ISno alternate is

present, choose a child at random to replace the targeted student.

The information described,below is then recorded on a minute-by-minute

basis for the school day._ '

Card Number

The first column on the extreme left or right, indicates the card number on

which the information on each three-line section of the obserVation form will

be keypunched. The observer adds the neessary digits, required to 'make,the

numbers consecutive frcm 1 to 130 for the school day-*

Group Size

Group size is determined by the numbtr of students involved in an informal or

.formal instructional activity with the student under observation. If no

other students are,involved in an activity with the observed student, group

size is recorded as one. Therefore the group size is the number of students

involved in the activity, including.the student under observation.

Activities

Each minute of the school day is cOded as'belonging to one of the three

following categories:

a. Formal Instruction: Formal instructional activities are those activities'

in which the student under observation works directly with an adult in

a group or alone. The activities in which'he or she is engaged are

planned and have specific rules,or expectations concerning student behavior.

The key element is that the student's behavior is directed in some way by

an adult.

Formal instructional activities are coded in one or two of the following

manners:

1. A "1" is placed in the column u der Formal

Instruction.for each minute till student
under observation is engaged in a planned

activity occurring under the direction of

an adult.

.D-15
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Formal instruction may occur outside of the

regular classroom. For example, formal
instructional activities occurring in the
library or id other classrooms would be counted.
(The obsiFver in .this case accompanies the
students to the area and records whatever
activity is occurring in the same manner as
"inside the regular classroom" activities.)
The exceptions to this rule are dekribed
below.

2. When students go outside the classroom to
art, labs, music, PE, Migrant or Title I
labs, the time spent in these activities
is coded with a "2" under instruction. To

record these activities the observer accom-
panies the student to the site of the class,

if possible. Once the supervision by the
new teacher begins, the observer, leaves. A

"2" is coded until the PE, music, or art
instruction is completed. Regular coding

begins again as the students line up and

leave the room to go back to the regular

classroom. No other information is coded
when the students are at art, music, or P.E. .

(If only one student is "pulled out", remain

in the classroom and code a "2" for the child

who is out of ,the classroom.)

b. Informal Learning Opportunities: There,are also two classes of informal

learning opportunitieS. Both types occur when the studentis engaged in

an activity where there is only incidental adult supervision or contact.

A "1" is coded when the student is working on a specific task following

directions provided by the teacher. Activities coded under this' class-

ification are planned and are directed toward a specific outcoL119.. For

example, a student might be asked to create a Christmas scene using the

materials provided or to build a house with blocks.

Activities coded with a "2" are those where the students are directed to

a center to participate in "free play" activities. In these activities

the student is not expected to produce a specific outcome. ExampleS are

building somethinli; unspecified with blocks, playing house in the kitchen

area, and reading a book. Another sort of activity coded with a

would be spontaneous opportunities "seized" by the teacher to make a

noninstructional task instructional.

For example, if tha teacher is passing out colored objects to students

for some noninstructional purpose and she quizzes the students about the

'colors or remarks about the'color each is receiving, then a "2" would be

coded to record this spontaneous instruction4. event.

D-16
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c. No Instruction: This classification pertains to activities which are not

instructional; e.g., washing hands, standing in line, dividing students

into groups, etc. Instructions for housekeeping and transition between

activities are coded as no instruction. Six numbers are used to code

different types of no instruction:

I.

Breakfast = 2 ,1

-Lunch = 3

Nap
Stacks . 5

Recess .= 6

Other 1

I. the student under observation'awakens before the others during the

nap time and begins doing something instructional, the proper instruc-

tional category-is coded.

If the student under observation attends an assembly or participates

in a planned "reward" activity (films, parties, etc.), the event should

normally.be coded as no.instruction.
If the reward activity becomes an instructional activity, the event

should be coded as Informal Instruction 2.

There are times when adult instructional involvemept is left plank during

formal instruction. For instance, when children-Tthe student under obser-

vation must be included in this group of children) are watching TV and the

teacher does not comment on what is being seen, instructional 4nvolvement is

left bla4.

Adult ContaCt

Adult contact is recorded each minute during the day. To record adult contact,

the observer puts a "1" under the heading for each adult having contact with

the student under observation during .the minute.- The observer should tecord

any adult contact re ardless
of

its'instructional Content or length of occurance.

For.the purpose of this observation form, any verbal statement addressed to

the.student under observation or the group to which he belongs or any physical

contact between an adult and the student under observation is to be recorded

as adult contact. Records or films do not necessarily constitute adult contact.

If students are watching a film under adult supervision and the adult does not

speak to or touch the stUdent under observation, no adult contact is coded.

If no adult contact occurs durini; the minute, all adult spaces would be. blank.

Notes

The notes column on the form is important for recording descriptive information.

This information can be 'useful in interpreting the results'with the teacher.

The notes column is also important in checking the form for coding errors after

the observation has been completed. Each activity should be briefly described

in,this section.

I. D-17
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Instructional Arrangement
(I.A.)

I.A. is to be coded only during formal instruction. It is intended to show

the extent to which the instructional activities of a student are either

individualized or the same as those of his :c1Sssmates. In general, it will

be important to distinguish whether the task,a particular target student is

working on is:

exactly the same task performed by all students,
in the class (even if other students will be
doing the activity at a different tim.)
a different task from other students, but of the

same difficulty or instructional level as all

other students, or
a different task at a higher or lower level than

at least some of the other students.

Because tasks that vary in level of content may also be confounded with

scheduling arrangement, grouped activities will be coded separately from

ungrouped activities. (See examples below.)

Basic codes for each student are as follows:

Target student is.engaged
in Grouped Instruction

Note: When it is
unclear which I.A.
code is appropriate,
the observer should
ask the teacher

for additional
information after
class.

- The task of the target studeni's group

is the same or of the same level, as the

tasks done b other groups when they work on

(or rotate th ) this activity. (EXANPLE:

Students in one group learn how soldiers

were dressed in 1700's, a second group
learns how the averaSe adult male dressed, a

third group learns how adult females dressed.

No difference in level:
OR:__-
Target student's group is engaged in puzzles,

using squares andrectangles. Other two

groups are doing other tasks but will "rotaLe

through" the same puzzles.

1 - The task of the target student.'s group is

at the highest level of content.' (EXAMPLE:

the highest "language" group is working with

the teacher, even though the other groups
are doing non-language tasks. A student in

the other groups would receive a "2" or.a

"3" only when his group is working on lan-

guage.)

2 - Target student's group is at second highest

level of content.
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Target Student is Engaged
in Ungrouped Instruction

a

Attachment D-12

(Page 6 of 6)

3 - Target student's group is at third highest
level of content (or lower).

4 - The class as a whole is working on the same
task. (Group.size may be one if student is
working alone, or reflect the entire clat4s.

The relevent variable here is the task. Is

it the same for the whole clads, or not?).

5 - The target student has individualized or
'different instructional activities from
some other class members. (Group size will

uF-Ially be one.)

6 - Student is removed from the room for Migrant,
Title I, music or other planned instruction.

D -19
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTIRCT
Office of Research and Evalbation

November 9, 1981

TO:. Elementary Principals

FROM: Karen Carsrud

SUBJECT: Kindergarten Observations

Attachment p-3
(Page 2 of 4)

As in past years, the Office of Research and Evaluation will conduct class-
room observations in AISD schools this year. This year's observations will
be conducted at the kindergarten level in order to examine the continuity of
programs from pre-kindergarten to kindergarten classes. These observations

are very important in providing the DistrAct with information abaut what

happens in classrooms. Thus, ORE greatly appreciates your cOoperation in help-
ing the observations run as smoothly as possible.

NOTIFICATION-

One week prior to a visit to your school by an evaluation assistant/observer,

you will receive written notification of the date of the.observation, and

the name of the evaluation aSsistant/observer. A notice for you to post and

information about the observation will be4provided at that time. Samples of

these are enclosed.

Observations will not be conducted in every classroom. 'Which classrooms
ate observed depends upon which students have been chosen for observation.

_IN-CLASS PROCEDURES

The evaluation assistants will remain as much in the background in the

classroom as possible. However, because student names usually will be needed,

the teacher will bewasked to identify a small number of students (four or

five) prior to the beginning of the observation.

TEACHER REACTIONS

After the observations, a reaction form will be left for the teacher to

complete and return to ORE. The reaction form is an optional activity for

the teacher. However, we encourage teachers to complete the forms because
of the valuable feedback which they can provide to the evaluator.

Thank you fot,your cooperation.

Approved:,.--,
LnirectoEf Office OtE Research and Evaluation

411/'
Ad-. AnApproved:

Assistant Superintendent tot Elementary Education

KC/lw

enclosures

CC: Tiiify Baranoff

Lawrence Buford

Oscar Cantu
Hermelinda Rodriguez

D-21 307
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KMDERGARTEN OBSERVATION FORM: DESCRIPTION OF THE CATEGORIES

Group Size

Group sizei.s determined by the number of students involyed in an activity.

, with the student under.observation. If no other students are involved with

the observed student, group size is recorded as pne.

Activities

ach minute of the school day is coded as belonging to one of the three

following categories:

No Instruction: Ihis classificationtpertains to
activities which are not instrpctional; e.g., '

waShing,hands, standing in line, dividing students

into groups, etc.

b, Formal Instruction: This classification refers to
planned instructional.activAties (usually under

jII

adult direction and supervision).-

c. Informal Learning Oporturities: This refers to
inform'al learning activities such as building with.

blocICs', or looking at puzzles or a book. ThS
category also includes activitiep which Would-norMally
becoded as,"No Instruction" if there is a clear
attempt by ap adult to make the activity instructional.

For example, lining up to go to lunch would be consid-

ered an informal learning if the teacher asked the

sttiaentS--to-g oup themSelves in lining up by the

color of thei clothing..

U.

Adult Contact

Adult contact is coded to show which adults'have contact with the students

under observation during each minute of the day.

Instructional Arranement

This refers to attempts made by the teacher to individualize instructiOn or

to group students actording to their ability levels.

D-22 306
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cASLckevrxeEeivEcptT

cATL.9R'E observer
will be in our school
on the following dates:

She will be doing all-
day observations oj
small numbers ,of students.
Please give her your
cooperation. Thank you.

30J
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0

1. WHY ARE CLASSROOM OBSERVATIONS NECESSARY?

Experience has shown that when achievement
scores are reported, it is important to see
a description of what actually happened in
the classroot to produce that achievement.
When the achievement data for students are
reported, the instructional program' which
prOduced those results needs to be very
carefully described.

Observations from ORE are definitely not
for personnel evaluation. The data collect-
ed on individuals are not available 'to
principals or to the personne)1 office.

2. WHAT TRAINING HAS THE OBSERVER HAD?

The evaluation assistant who'will be
observing in t)roject schools has a bachelor's
degree. The observer has received training
in observation process s as well as a prac-
ticum in observingiEh the instruments
to be used. All of the questions outlined
in this paper have been diScussed in detail
with the evaluation assistant.

3. WILL TEACHERS HAVE AN OPPORTUNITY TO MAKE
COMMENTS ABOUT THE OBSERVATIONS?

After each observation, a reaction form
will be left in the classroom for mailing
to ORE any comments or reactions to the
observation.

4. WHO WILL BE THE OBSERVER? ,HOW WILL THE
TEACHER KNOW WHEN SHE COVES TO THE ROOM?

As standard procedure, any
,observer from ORE will identify
themselves at the school office
upon arrival and will wear name

WANDA WASHINGTON
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tags on campuses where this is requested.

The observer for 1981-1982 will be Wandi

Washington, pictured here.

%
.5. WILL THE TEACHER KNOW WHEN AN OBSERVER

WILL BE IN THE CLASSROOM?

Observations are scheduled at ea'nd'om times

to sample a range of school activities.

ORE will notify a school of the dates on

which obserVations will occur; however,

individual teachers will not be told die

specific dates of observations in their

clatsrooms.

.6. WHAT HAVE BEEN TEACHERS' REACTIONS.TO
OBSERVATICNS IN THE PAST?

Reactions forms returned to ORE in the past

showed that almost 907. of the teachers felt

that the observations were conducted at a

convenient time, more than 85% felt that the

activities observed were representative of

normal classroom activities, and 98% felt

that the observer did not detract from the

effectiveness of instructional activities.

7. IS THERE A DIFFERENCE BETWEEN THE OBSERVATIONS

CONDUCTED BY OREAND THOSE CONDUCTED BY IN-

STRUCTIONAL SUPERVISORS?

Yes, the ORE observer is collecting data for

the purpose outlined in #1. -The instructional

supervisors will be observf-ng for,the purpose

of identifying areas in which they may help

the teachers and aides in implementing instruc-

tional activities.

D-27 31d
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0

8. WHAT IS THE NATURE OF THE ORE OBSERVATIONS?

Observations will be conducted using the
Kindergarten 'Observation Form, 1981-1982
(KOF). The KOF will .be used to record
the activities of'pairgd, randomly select-
ed, students for the entire school day.
For each minute of the'day, thetobserver
will record the following inforiation.

\. 0

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

Instructional area in which the
students Are functioning.,
Group size.in which the stud.9,nts
are working.
Instructional arrangement.
Person delivering instruciuns.
On-Task/Off Task behavior.

Nune of the instruments used requires the
observer to make judgements about the effec-
tiveness or appropriateness of the on-going
instruction.

Publication No. 81.49

P-28 .31
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*** OUTPUT FRT31 PRCGrRAM ANOVAR ***

KINDERGARTEN (39SERVATION

.PARAMETEPS
COL 1- 5 = 26
COL 6-.10 = 2

COL 11-15 = 1

COL 16-2C = 0

COL 21-25 = 0

DAYA FOR'AAT = (CUAMY)

Attachment D-5
(Page 2 of 10)

SUMMARIES 1961-1732 T1 PK VS NG PRE-

GP.OUP 1 .53 SUBJECTS. PE-.K STUDENTS

GROUP 2 47 SUJECTS. NC PR9...K STUDENTS-

ANALYSIS FDR VARIAELE 1

SOURCE mEAN STJA2E U.F. F-PATIO P

TOTAL 1055.9798 99.

Gr-zruPs 1.6443 . ,I. 0.002 0.9677

ERROR (G) 107C.77C1 93.

G MEAN 1 2

';6.3208 96.0633

ANALYSIS FOP. VARIACLE 2

SOURCE MFAN SQURE D.F. ,F-RATIO P

TOTAL. 941.3673

GROUPS_ 37.9838 1. 0.040 0.,8363..

ERRAR (G) 950.5955 98.

G MFAN 1 2

76.3393 77.5745

D-30 316
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ANALYSIS FOR VARIA,t1LE. 3

SOURCE AEAN MARE O.F. F.NRATIO P

TOTAL 200.2.642, CC.

GROUPS 55.4342 1. 0.275 0,6C79

ERROR IS/ 201..7421 98.

G MEAN 1 2

1C.9811 19.4894

ANALYSIS FOR VARIABLE 4

SOURCE MFAN MARE O.F. F-RATIO P

TOTAL 728.4943 CC.

GROUPS 65.7495 1. 0.039 .0.7632

ERROR (G) 735.2576 99.

G MEAN 1 2
54.7736 53.1499

ANALYSIS FQR VARIABLE

SOURC'E MEAN MARE 1.-F. Frn2ATIO P

TOTAL :408.1264 99.

GROUPS , 0.2943 1. J.001 1770

ERROR (G) 412.2379 99.
.--

G MEAN 1 2

18.0199 . 13.1277

<\,
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ANALYSIS FOR VARIABLE_

SOURCE MEAN SQUARE

'6

D.F. F,..RATIO

TOTAL 412.2388 99.

GROUPS 74.8500 1. 0.180 0.6359

ERROR (G) 415.6815 99.

G AEAN 1 2

36.7547 35.021A

ANALYSIS FCR VARIABLE 7

SJURCE MEAN SQUAPE D.F. F...RATIO P

TOTAL 1551.0161 99.

GROUPS a .1994 1. 0.056 C.80E0

'ERROF (G) 1565.9429 G8.

G MEAN 1 2

231.9057 240...7872

'ANALYSIS FriR VARIABLE 3

SJURCE 'EAN S2UARE D.F.

TOTAL 1445.7045 99.

GROUPS 1312.9957 1. 0.907 0.3451

ERRn-R (G) 1447.0537 c.

G MEAk.; 1 2

125.0377 132.2979

D-32

316
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ANALYSIS FiR VARIABLE .9

SOURCE MFAN SQUARE

TOTAL 1144.9312

GROUPS 12.6766

ERRCR (G) 1156.4849

G MFNN 1

1.

98.

2

0.011 0.9134

IC6.2453 105.5319

ANALYSIS FCR VARI48LF 10

SOURCE. MEAN S)UAqE, J.F. F-RATIO

TCTAL 581.9974 ' 99

GRPUPS 2.3494 1. 0.-004 0.9483

ERRCR (G) 587.902,1 93.

C MEAN 1 2

50.0943 49.7872

ANALYSIS FriR VARIARLE 11

SOURCE AFAA SQUARE D.F. F-RATIO P

TOTAL 278.0824 I 99.

GRPUPS 220.783.0 1. 3.792 0.3792

ERRCR (G) 278.6671

G MEAN 1. 2

11.6792 9.70,21

D-33 319
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ANALYSIS FOR. VARIABLE 12

SOURCE -MEAN SOUA.R.E J.F. F.-RATIO P

TOTAL. 122.6540

GROUPS 0.6264 1. 0.035 0.9417
. .

ERROR (C') 123.9992 98.

G MEAN
c-th

2
5.9245 5.7660

ANALYSIS FOR VARIABLE 13

SOURCE ".EAN SQUARE U.F. F...RATIO F

TOTAL 119.5494 99.

GROUPS 64.4562 10 . 0.537 0.4724

ERROR {G) 12.0.1116 99.

G MEAN
4.4340

2

6.0426

ANALYSIS FUR 'VARIABLE 14-
.

SOURCE MEAN SQUARE D.F. F...RATIO P

TOTAL 34.7176 99.

GROUPS 19.5715 1. 0.561 0.4.622

ERROR (G) 34.8721 .98.

G MEAN 1 2

1.9434 2.8298
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ANALYSIS FCR VARIABLE 15

SOURCE MEAN SQUARE D.E. FRATIG

TOTAL 1165.0206

GROUPS 108.2170 .
1. 0.0.42 C.7601

ERROR (IS) 1179.8243 38.

G Ear, 1 2,

122.3396 120.2553

ANALYSIS FOR VARIABLE 16

'SOURCE KEAN SOUARE D.E. F7RATIO P

TOTAL 7.6343 99.

GROUPS 0.2032 1. 0.025 C.86.62

ERRCR (G) 7.7607 98.

G MEAN 1 2

1.2075 1.2979

.ANALYSIS FOR VARIABLE 17

SOURCE KEAN SQUARE D.F.

TOTAL 263.4779 99.

GROUPS 34.6757 1.

ERRCR (G) 270..8636 98.

G MEAN 1 2

14.9245 11.7447

F-RATIO P

0.128 0.7219
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ANALYSIS FOR VAFIABLE

SOURCE MPAN SQUARE D.F.

TCTAL 227.60,R5. sc.

Attachmeht D-5
(Page 8 of 10)

GROUPS 625.0521 1. 2.796, 0.0938

ERRCR (G) 223.5529 99.

0 MEAN 1

7.0943 2.0851

ANALYSIS FOk VARIA3LE 19

SOURCE AD\N SlUVIE D.F.

TOTAL 49.0469 99.

GRoUPS -7.1225 1.

ERRCR (0) 48.4645 98.

G MEAN 1 2

1.18.87 1.7234

F..RATIO

0.147 0.7041

ANALYSIS FOR VARIABLE 20

SOU2CE AEAN S)UARE O.F. F-PATIQ .P

4.556 0.0331

TOTAL

GROIPS

ERROR (0)

46.-)344

206.4361

45.3069

99.

1.

98.

G MEAN 1

0.7170 3.5957

D-36 322
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ANALYSIS FOR VARIARLE 21

SOURC.E 1EAN.S0UARE D.F. F-,P.ATIO P-
-e>.

TOTAL 363..0000 99.

GROUPS 400.6427 1. 0.462 0.5055

ERROR (G) 867.7179 98.

G MEAN 1 2

'52.4151

ANALYSIS FOR VARIA3LE. 22

SOURCE MEAN SQUARE

Tr.T,TAL 0.0

56.4255

D.F.

99.

GROUPS 0.0 1. 0.0 1.0000

ERRQR(G) 0.0 98.

G MEAN 2

b. 0.0

ANALYSIS FOR VARIABLE 23

SOURCE '4EAN SQUARE F-RATIO

-TOTAL 200.2642 ,G.

GROUPS 55.4342 1. 0.275 0.6078

ERROR (0) 201.742U 98.

G MEAN 1 2

19.9811 19.4894
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ANALYSIS FO,i'( VARIALE

SOURCE MEAN UU.A",E 0.F. F-qATIO

TOTAL. 2.6327

GROUPS 2.768t.r 1. 1.032- 0.3130

Attachment D-5
(page 10 of 10)

ERROR. (G) 2.6819 q9.
N.%

'G MEAN 1 2

4.0230 3.69C6

ANALYSIS FOR VARIABLE 25
P

SOURCE MEAN SQUARE D.F. F-RATIO

TOTAL 11.2811 CC.

GROUPS 12.0377 1. 1.063 0.3046

.ERROR (G) 11.2733 99.

G MEAN 1 2

11.5854 11.2CO3

4

ANALYSIS FIR VAPIAELE 2o

SOURCE MEAN SOUAR,E D.F. F.7.RATIO
c

TOTAL 16.9552 CC.

GROUPS 38.86(0 1. 2.323 0.1267

ERROR (G) 16.73,16 C9.

.G MCAN 1 . 2

7.1157 5..9666
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Instrument Description: Parent Advisory Council Records

Rrief desCriotion of the instrument:

The parent Advisory Council records included districtwide and local PAC
attendance forms and agenda. The information was gathered at PAC meetings.

To wham was the instrument administered?

Persons attending PAC meetings filled in the attendance forms; agendas concerned
those meetings.

How many times was the instrument administered?

Once at each PAC meeting.

When was the instrument administered?

During PAC meetings:

Where was the instruMent administered?

At sites of PAC meetings.

Who administered the instrument?

Community representatives or other localcampus contact persons were
responsible for seeing that parents signed attendance forms and for sending in an

agenda for each meeting.

What trainin did the administrators have?

"The needed information was discus'eed with community representatives at a meeting
early in the school year.

Was the instrument administered under standardized condns?

No. !

Werm there nroblems, with the instrument or the administration that tizht
affect tHe validitv of the data? .

No,

Nho develoted the instrument?

The Office of Research and Evaluation.

What reliability and validitt data are available on the instrument?

None.

Are there norm data available lor intarnretinz the results?

No.

E-2
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PARENT ADVISORY COUNCIL RECORDS

Purpose

Title I

Information from local and Districtwide PAC meeting agendas and attendance
forms was used to answer the following decision and evaluation questions
from the Title,I Evaluation Design for 1981-82.

Decision Question De: Should tbe Title I Parental Involvement Compo-
nent be modified? If so, how?

Evaluation Question D6-1. Were the objectives of the Parental
Involvement Component met?

Evaluation Question D6-2. Did attendance at Districtwide and
local PAC meetings improve over the 1980-81 school year?

Evaluation Question D6-3. How many Districtwide and local PAC
meetings were held between July 1, 1981 and June 30, 1982?

TITLE I MIGRANT

Decision Question D4: 'Should the Parental Involvement Component be
continued as it is, modified, or deleted?

Evaluation Question D4-1. Were the component's objectives met?

Evaluation Question D4-2. How many Districtwide and local PAC
meetings and training sessions were held between August'l, 1981
and April 30, 1982?

Evaluation Question D4-3. Did more parenttl (registered in the
Migrant Program) attend local and Districtwide PAC meetings and
training sessions during 1981-82 than they did during 1980-81?

Procedure

The legislation creating Title I requires that each participating school
within a project must elect at least eight persons to serve as the school's

Title I Parent Advisory Council (PAC); In order to monitor the establishment

of PACs,. the Title and Migrant Program Evaluations collected several types

of data.

327
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At the beginning of the school year,,each Title I/Migrant Program principal
was contacted about PACs. A Title I/Migrant Program PAC contact person
was assigned for each school by the principal. This contact person was-'
Tesponsible for sending all agendas, minutes, and sign-4n sheets to the
Parentar Involvement Specialist (this is true only at the elementary level).
Since in past years, thesign-in sheets have frequently been illegible, a
PAC Meeting Roll Sheet (see Attachment E-1) was developed by the Title
Evaluation staff for use at the PAOs at both the local-campus and district-'
wide level. The Parental InvolvementSpecialist was responsible for collect-
ing this information at the Elementary Districtwide PAC..

Due to less stringent regulations, the Migrant Program was not equired to'
have local-campus PACs, except where there\were large numbers of students
(over 40) being served by a Migrant Program teacher. At these campuses, there
was also a Title I Program, so in all cases these were.joint PACS. tased on
parent suggestions, the Districtwide PAC was separated into an Elementary
Title I/Migrant PAC and a Secondary Migrant Program PAC. It was felt the
needs.of the secondary parents would be better served in this fashion. Rather
than having local campus P4Cs at the.secondary level, all school were combined
in one Secondary Districtwi'de PAC. The Secondary Migrant Coordinator was
.responsible for gathering the rosters, agendas) minutes, etc. He mailed these
to the Migrant Evaluator., Thq k'AC Meeting Roll Sheet was used.

Periodically the PAC information gathered by the Parental Involvement Special-
ist and the Secondary Migrant Coordinator was sent to ORE. These records
form-the bases for this appendix. The number o'f meetings and the number of
parents in attendance were tallied by hand. The meeting agendas and minutes
were examined to determine which were PAC meetings and which were parent-training
Sessions. See Attachment E-2 for''the definition used to determine which
meetings were training sessions.

A total of 28 Title I or Title, I/Migrant Program and three Migrant Program
local campus PACs were established.

The results reported in his appendix should be interpreted with caution for
the following reasons:

Z. The determination of which sessions were PAC meetings, parent-training
sessions, or PYA meetings contains a degree of subjectivity.

2. The attendance fblvis frequently did not have the proper status check
(parent, staff, guest) of persons listed thereon. The AISD Staff
Directory was used to make the .determination of status when possible.

. In some cases the schools had skits or programs perfbrmed by their
upper grades prior to PAC meetings. so the students signed in along
with their parents. The Title I ez,aluation assistant was able to
giminate some of the students from the lists of parents by matching

names fbund on the PAC Meeting Roll Sheet dated befbre or after the

perfbrmances.

31)AZ6.
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'Results

Results are reported separately for each program:

Title I

Evaluation Question D6-1. Were the objectives of the Paredtal Involvement
Component met?

Results are given separately:for each,objective.

A minimuM of one parent training session for the Districtwide PAC members
will be held during the 1981-82 school year. It may be in conjunction
with the Districtwide PAC meetings.

This objective was met. 'A total of two training sessions were held at
Districtwide PAC meetings.

. A minimum of one parent training session will be held on each Title I
campus during the 1981-82 school year. It may be held in conjunction
with the local PAC meeting.

This objective was not met. Only 20 of the 28 Title I campuses held
training sessions, with a total attendance of ;99 Title I parents. A
total of 30 training sessions were held at these 20 schools.

. A minimuM of two staff development sessions will belield by*the Title-I
and Title I Migrant instructional coordinators for the community repre-
sentatives and/or the campus PAC contact persons.

This objective was met. The first staff development session occurred in
early August and the second was held January 14-15.

Evaluation Question D6-2. Di&-attendance at Districtwide and local PAC
meetings improve over the 1980-81 school year?

Last year (1980-81) the relrds indicated that a total of 1158 Title I

parents attended local and districtwide PAC meetings and workshops. The

attendance records indicate dupliCation in total attendance: many parents

are counted more than once in the total. For 1981-82, this duplicated

total was 704. Hence, attendance was seen to drop from last year.

A total attendance of 299 parents was recorded for,the 20 PAC workshops and

training sessions. As seen in Figure E-3, some schools had a large number
of parents in attendance (notably Harris with 52 parents, Metz with 50,and

Linder with 38 parents), when compared to other schools.

Evaluation Question D6-3. How many Districtwide and local PAC meetings
were held between 'July 1, 1981 and June 30, 1982?

'As shown in Figure E-1, a total of 89 local Title I PAC meetings were heid

in AISD that directly involved regular Title I parents. A total of eight

Elementary Districtwide PAC meetings were Yield. One parochial school PAC

meeting was also held.

E -5 329
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Title I Migrant

Evaluation Question D4-1. Were the component's objectives met?

a) Local PACs: 1) By October, 1981, a local RAC is to be ekrtablished fbr a
campus in which 75 or more stu4ents are to be served by a Title I Regular
and/or a Title I Migrant Program or project. A minimum of three meetings
are to be held in 1981-82. A local PAC will be considered established
if a meeting has been held and the required.number ofmembers has been
elected. 2) For a campus 6herein moPe than 40 but less than'75,students
will be served.under Title.I Regular and/or the'Migrant Program, the, ,

District will establish a RAC. A local RAC will be consi;dered established
if a meeting has been held and the required number ofmembers has been
elected. .3) A campus PAC is not required fbr any campus being served
with Title I in which not more than one fitll-time equivalent Title I
staffmember will be assigned and in which not more than 40 students
participate in the Title I Regular and/or Migrant Program.

In Figure E-1 are presented the data for the locai-campus PACs. All schools
established a PAC, even though Dawson and Webb only had one meeting each.
All campuses except Brown, Webb, Rosewood, and Dawson elected officers on
dates underlined in the figure.

b) Districtwide PACs: The combined Districtwide Title I/Title I Migrant
Parental Advisory Council will be established for the 1981-82 school
year. The Districtwide PAC will be considered to have been established 0
if a meeting has been held and the required number of officers were elected.

In Figure E-2 are presented the dates and attendance at the Elementary District-
wide PAC meetings. Officers weve elected in October and eight meetings were
held during the school year.

Evaluation Question D4-2. How many Districtwide and.local PAC meetings and
training sessions were held between August 1,-1981 and May.31, 1982?

As can be seen in Figure E-1, a total of 96 local-campus PAC meetings were
held in AISD. A total of 8 Elementary Districtwide PAC meetings were held.
In Figure E-3 are presented the number of training sessions held and the
number of parents in attendance.

For the first year, a separate Secondary Districtwide PAC was established.
In Figure E-I is presented the pertinent information on these meetings. A

total of six meetings were held. Two of these were training sessions. Officers

were elected on November 15, 1981. A total of 54 migrant parents attended.

In Figure E-3 are presented the schools that held at least one local-campus
training sessions. A total of 73 migrant parents in all attended these
sessions. As can be noted from the figure, St. Elmo parents made up nearly
half ot the parent attendance. Migrant parents attended sessions offered at
only six schools.

Evaluation Question D4-3. Did more parents (registered in the Migrant Program)
attend local and Districtwide PAC meetingp,and training sessions during 1981-82
than they did during 1980-81? t.)

ot
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In 1980-81, records indicated 97 elementary Migrant Program parents attended
local-campus PAC meetings and training sessions. In 1981-82, this figure
increased considerably to 160 Migrant Program parents.

In 1980-81, 48 secondary Migrant Program parents attended local PAC meetings.
This school year 54 attended the Secondary Districtwide PAC meetings.

,Tbe .1981-82 Elementary Districtwide PAC meetings and,training sessions were
attended in'all by 63 Migrant ProgradparentS. The,figure from 1980-81
was 92.parents. These figures are not directly comparable,si!nce in-1980-81,
these meetings included both elementary and seCondary parents.



Month and Date

School Sept Oct Nov Jan Feb

Total No.
of Meetings.
Held

No. of Migrant
Program Parents
Attedding

A Allan 11-04 03-09 12

A Allison 09-01 10-13 11-03 12-01 4 11

A Becker 11-11 12-08 03-02 6

Blackshear 10-03 12-03 2 0

A Brooke/Highland
Park 09-22 12-17 01-28 04-15' 4. 15

.Brown 09-22 12-01 02-23 04-15 4 0

Campbell 10-20 11-10 01-21 02-11 4 * 0

0 Cook 11-81 02-18 04-15 05-11 4 15

A Dawson 02-09 1 2

A Govalle 10-20 11-17 12-15 01-19 4 16

Harris 09-22 12-01 03-12 04-06 4 0

Linder 09-29 11-12 2 0

A Langford 09-14 10-29 3

Maplewood 10-06 11-17 2 0

A Metz 10-01 11-12 01-27 03-02 18

Total Title I
and Migrant .

Program Parents .

Attending

35

24

17

9

26

20

20

.15

6

'51

63

36

36

83
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'School Sept

Norman

Oak Springs

A Ortega

Pecan Springs

t'i Ridgetop

Rosedale

Rosewood

0 St. Cemo.

A Sandhez

Sims 09-22

Travis Heights

Walnut Creek. 09-29

0 Webb '

Winn

Wooten

A Zavala

TOTAL 8

Oct Nov

10-13. 11-20

10-14.

10-14

11-03

11-11

11718

11-09

10-01

10719 11-10

10-13

10711 11-11

10-13 11-10

10-13

10-28 11-18

17 18

Symbol. Key

A - Title I/Migrant. Program school
fl Migrant Program only school

* Meeting Cancelled Due to Inclement
Date m Date officers were elected

Mon.th and Date

Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May

Total No.
of Meetings

No. of Migrant
Program Parents

Total Title I
and Migrant oo

Program Parents
LA)
LA)

2 0 6

12-08 03-09 05-11 4 0 29

12-10 01-27 05-06 4 4 24

12-01 2

12-10 02-25 3 4 19

12-10 02-25 0 11

12-02 2 0 4'

0

12-16 03-04 44 44

12-08 (01712)P . 3 5, 15

02-02 .03-09 4 0 13

02-10 03-02 05-13' 5 0 25

12715 2 23

12-11 1 2

2

12-08 02-23 04-06 4 0 42

12-09 05-05 4 3 21

19 5 9 5 5 97 160 772

Weather

Figure E-1. DATA REGARDING PARENT ATTENDANCE, DATES, AND OFFICER ELEtTION FOR LOCAL AND DISTRICTWIDE PACS.

(continued, page 2 of 3)
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Month and Date

Non Public
Schools

Sept Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May

St. Ignativa 11-10

F.lementary

Districtwide
PAC

09-17 10-08 11-12 01-21 02-11. 03-05 04-22- 05-13

.

tioln: Officers 4ere elected in Spring 1981.

Migrant Program
Secondary
platiletwide.PAC

l0-15 '11-15 024l8 '03-04 04.01 '05r-061

Note:

Symbol Keg

The November and February meetings were also training sesulonS.

A . Title I/Migrant Program pchool
o Migrant Program only school
* HeetlngrCancelled Due to Inclement Weather

Date . Hate officers were elected

. "

Total Ne.
of Meetings

No. of Migrant
Program Parents

Total Title I
and Migtant
Program Pmrenta

1 4

a 63 155

54

Figure E-1. :DATA REGARDING PARENT ATTENDANCE, DATES, AND OFFICER ELECTION FOR LOCAL AND
DISTRICTWIDE PACS. '(continued, page 3 of 3)
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DISTRICTWIDE PAC MEETINGS

P4.1/111

TITLE I
ATTENDANCE

TITLE I
MIGRANT

AISD/
GflIIRS TOTAL EVENI. ODWIENPS

SEPTEMBER 17 7 11 25 ,Orientation

OCTOBER 08 15 25 , 46 Workshop

NOVEMBER 12 14 4 23 'Workshop Helping yOur child
to read at home

D ECEMBER N 0 MEE T x N G

JANUARY 21 7 -12
Guest Speaker
Old husiness

,\ New business

This.was a rescheduled
meeting because of bad
weather

FEBRUARY 11 19 10 11 , 40
/ Speaker
Old.business
Ned business

MARCH 05 14 9 26 Old business
New business

APRIL 22 ' 4 2 9 15

Funding-update
retention:
Pramotion Policy

.Application and planning
Comattee Meeting sched-
uled

MAY 13 14 31 4 49 Entertainmen
. A program produced with -
St. Elmo and Govalle pre-
K students and teachers

IrtrAL 92 63 85 240

Figure E-2. TITLE I/MTGRANT PARENTS, AISD STAFF, AND OTHERS WHO ATTENDED THE ELEMENTARY

DISTRICTWIDE PAC MEETINGS.

33r
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School
Number of Training
Sessions Held

Number of Title I
Parents Attending

Number of Migrant
Program Parents

Attending

Allan 1 8 4

Allison 0. '0 0'

Becker 1 7 0

Blackshear 1 3 0

Brooke 1 0 5

Brown cf 2 19 0

Campbell 3 16 0

*Cook 1 0 8

Dawson 0 0 0

Govalle. 0 0 0

Harris 2 0

Langford 1 9

tinder
Maplewood

2

1

38
13

0

0

Metz 3 50 13
Norman 0 0 0

Oak Springs 1 7 0

Ortega 1 4 0

Pecan Springs 1 9 0

Ridgetop 0 0 0

Rosedale 0 0 0

Rosewood
Sanchez

0
'0

0,

0

0
0

*St. Elmo 2 0 36.

Sims 1 3 0

Travis Heights
Walnut Creek
Winn

3

1

1

21

lo
1

P,

o:

Wooten 2 25 0

Zavala 1 4

TOTAL 33 299 68

*Note indicates Migrant Program schools only.

.Figure E-3. COUNT OF TITLE'I/MIGRANT PROGRAM PARENTS ATTENDING LOCAL CAMPUS
PAC WORKSHOPS/TRAINING SESSIONS.

A
E -12
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PAC MEETING District ID
Local 0

Date:

Telephone
- , ..

One______

A ISD/
_Others_

Campus:
,

PARENTS
( pr. 'nem. )

Name
TItle 1

ntIe I
_migrant_

_i___
-_2

_a__
4

9
10 _

._11._
12,

12
.

.._14.
15

10
. 4

17
18 .
19

29
......2.1._

22
SUM YELLIN COpy To wAN0A.WAsHINcIoN. KOK WOKE, AMON MAIL. SEND WHITE AND PINK COPIES 10 FDA RANSON, KVAIJIN:.
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Attachment E-2
81.33 (Page 1 of 2)

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
Office of Research and evaluation

, September 17, 1979

TO: Title I Contact Persons For Parental Involvement'

FROM: David Doss

SUBJECT: Definitions Used La the Evaluation

I belletie.you have recently received a copy of the abjec%ives for the

Title / ParentalInvolvement Program fram Alicia Talarmatez. Mose
objectives outline t#e core of what the evaluation will be examining

this year as far as parental involvement is'concerned.
'

I would like to share with you some "understanding's" that Lee.Laws,

'Alicia, and I worked cUt to help clarify exactly what the evaluation

will use in deterMining what is and what is not a'parent-training

session. The understandings are included on the attached page. ,

As you can. see, the minutes and agendasare crucial ta an accurate

evaluation of this camponent. Please make an effort to sed that these

documents clearly relate 'the type of activities which occur at your

meetings.

If you have any questions about the attached agreements, please call

me at 458-1228,

Approved:

Appro7ed:

Approved:

DD:Ifs

Seal Evaluator far-Compensatory Education Programs

Uirect:or of Office of Research/d'Evaluation
,

.4

Director of Elementary Education

cc: Lee Laws
Alicia Talamantez -

Title I Reading Coordinators
Title I Principals

3.10
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Attachment E-2
(continued, page 2 of 2)

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT sclaboL DISTRICT
Office of Research and Evaluation

"UNDERSTANDINGS" CONCERNING PARENT TRiMILNTG.

At the local camplis level,, only those parent-training sessions
organized by the Title. L cammunity represettatives or campus
.contactpersons will,be counted. .

2. Parent-trAiTring sessitins may be heliCat the time of local PAC

meetings.or separately. The determination of whether or not
a meeting is considered to involve pirett ttwfning will be
based on the meeting Agenda and mitutes.

Itana such as the following are considered regular PAC business
and do not qualify the meeting as a parent-training session.

a. Review of Title I Application.
&eview of Title I regulations.

c. Rkaiew of Title I budget.
d. Election of PAC officers.
e, Reports fram District4.de PAC meetingg.
,f." Evaluation reports.
g. Distribution of required information (Title I law,

regulations, etc.).

?resentations such as the following would be considered parent-training

a. An in-depth presentation about one Title I component.
b. A presentation ot a topic of iaterest ta the parents such

as the following:.

haw io help their children with reading
discipline
what is Title I?

- a description of the school's Title I program'

If parent-traiming,sessions are held separately from RAC meetings at
either level, we will need a descriptiou and list of parents who attended.

'&,0715
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ESEA Title 1/Title I Migrant.

Appendix

PARENT SURVEY
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Instrument Description: Parent Survey

I"-Brief description of the instrument:
The Parent Survey is a five-item survey in English and Spanish. It was intended
to obtain information about the ways in which parents want to be involved in the
Title I/Migrant Program and their child's education. On four items, parents
could check more than one response. The remaining item was "Yes" or "No" in
format.

To wham was the instrument administered?

The survey was mailed to parents of 319:randomly chosen Title I students and 84

randomly chosen Migrant Program students. Additionally 25 students were randomly
selectedfrom the two schoolwide project schOols.

How many times was the instrument admintstered?

Once, with a reminder sent to those who failed to respond.

When vas the instrument administered?

January, 1982.

Where was the instrument administered?

The survey was mailed to the home address of the students in the sample.

Who administered the instrument?

It was self-administered. Either parent (mother or father) could fill it out.

'What training did the administrators have?

None.

'Was the instrument administered under standardized cdnditions?

No.

Were there problems with che instrument or the administration thac mi2ht
affect the validity of the data?

Parents who failed to return the Survey maY differ from those who actually aid
respond.

Who developed the instrument?

ORE staff - with review and input from other District personnel.

What reliability and va1idit.7 data are available on the instrument?

,None.

Are there norm data available for interoretint- the results?

No.
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PARENT SURVEY

Purpose

-Information from the Parent Survey was used to answer the following:

Title I Regular

Decision Question D6: Should the Title I Parental Involvement
Component be modified? If so, how?

Evaluation Question D6-4: How would parents prefer to be involved
in PAC's in future years? (What would they like to have included
on PAC agendas, fôr example?)

Title I Migrant

Decision Question D4: Should the Parental Involvement Component be
continued as it,ia, modified, or deleted?

Evaluation Question D4-5: How do Migrant Program parents want
to be involved in the Migrant Program?

Procedure

Prior to developing the Parent Survey, the Title I Evaluator and Intern and
the Migrant Evaluator,met with the Parental Involvement Specialist and the
community representatives in order to generate ideas for the survey. In
order to survey a larger number of parents, a mailout survey was chosen,
rather than an interview.

It was considered easier for parents if items with which they agreed could
be simply checked. Rating scales and mutually exclusive "best-choice".
formats were ruled out as too confusing or arbitrary. Hence, all responses
on the survey are not independent of each other. Respondents could check

-2

more than one response per item. For this reason, the data were coded in a
binary format--the respondent either checked or did not check a response of
interest. The questionnaire and cover letter were also translated into a
Spanish version such that the English and Spanish version each occupied one
side of a single page (See Attachment F-1). Principals were also sent a memo
notifying them of the survey effort and a copy of this memo is included in
Attachment F-1.

A random sample of 84 preK-6th grade Migrant students was chosen first, with
the restriction that no more than one child per family be chosen. Then
parents of an additional 319 K-6th grade Title I students were chosen from
the 26 regular Title I. schools, along with 25 more from Allison and Becker.
For the Titie.I sample, no students who were sampled for Migrant and no
more than one child per family were chosen.

F-3
34 4-
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The 425 questionnaires were all sent with return postage and envelopes, but
mailout and return procedures varied in a 2 X 2 design. The surveys were
mailed in late January. One half of the surveys were sent in a bulk mailing,
and the other half were stamped. In addition, one half were sent with stamped
return envelopes, and,the remainder had metered return envelopes.

Since survey research has also shown t.hat a follow-up letter boosts the
return rate significantly, a bulk mailing follow-up letter was sent approximately
four weeks after the initial letter. This letter is shown in both English
and Spanish in Attachment F-2. Follow-up letters were sent to all parents
except those who had already responded. In some cases, both parents returned
a copy of the questionnaire, having received the original and the follow-up
letters. These were counted as two respondents.

Results

Of the 425 questionnnaires mailed, 408 weredelivered to homes, and 17 were
returned undeliverable. Eighty-one questionnaires1 were seneand delivered
to Migrant parents, 319 were sent to regular Title I parents (not in school-
wide projects) with 303 delivered, and 25 were sent to Title I parents whose
children were in schoolwide projects, with 24 delivered.

Of the 408 delivered, 113 were returned in time to be included in this report,
for a final return rate of 27.7 percent as Shown in Attachment F-3. These

113 retspondents will make up ble total responses that will be discussed here.
Of these 113 questionnaires, 18.6 percent were from Migrant parents, 76.1
percent from regular Title I parents, and 5.3 percent from schoolwide projett-
parents. This return rate is similar to the percentages of the sample as a
whole. Hence, each group of parents responded at the same rate, about a 28
percent return rate.

No reliable differences were seen in the frequency of any of the responses as
a function of type of program (Regular Title I, Migrant, or Schoolwide projects).
Attachment F-4 shows the number and percentage of parents who endorse each of
the alternatives on the questionnaires for all three groups of parents com-
bined.

Fourteen percent of the respondents replied using the Spanish version of the
questionnaire, while 86 percent responded using the English version. These
frequencies were significantly different as a function of the child's program.
Of the total number of Migrant parents answering the questionnaire, 28.6 percent
answered in Spanish. The percentage of respondents w.ho did mot indicate which
parent they were was 9.7, while 2.7 percent were grandmothers, 4.4 percent were
fathers, and 83.2 percent were mothers, as shown in Attachment F-3.

Not surprisingly, 85.8 percent of ehe respondents had attended a PAC meeting
before, at least once. Parents who attend PAC meetings might be more likely
to return such a questionnaire than parents who do not attend PAC meetings.
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When asked what things they would most want to do to be part of the Title I/
Migrant Program, the respondents' top two choices were: 44.2 percent saying
they would like to help at the school, and 45.1 percent saying they would
like to attend parent-training workshops. Thirty-two and seven-tenths percent
saild that they would like to go to PAC meetings.

When asked what would make PAC meetings more enjoyable to them, 52.2 percent
responded by saying if more ways to help children were taught in meetings;
31.0 percent said if the meetings were held on weekends that this would help; ,

18.6 percent indicated that babysitting services would be welcome, while 17.7
percent expressed a desire to talk more with other parents.

When asked how they would most like to help out at their child's school, 42.5
percent indicated they would help with school events such as plays, carnivals
and trips; 38.1 percent expressed a general desire to do whatever the school
needed; while 34.5 percent said they would help the teachers with preparing
materials, decorations, etc; 27.4 percent said they would help with the child-
ren.

When asked what things they would most like.to receive training in, 58.4 percent
said helping their child read at home; 38.1 percent said they would like to be
trained to help their child with math at home; 34.5 percent wanted training in
helping their child behave. Other items mentioned were: 35.4 percent wanted
training in asking questions about how their child was doing and 29.2 percent
said they would like training in learning games they could play at home with
their children.
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Attachment F-1

CORRESPONDENCE ABOUT PARENT SURVEY

(Page 1 of 6)

'F-6
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Ve2'si6n en espailog ca otro 7,4:do

Attachment F-1

Page 2. of 6)

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION

January 15, 1982

Dear Parents:

Ws are interested in finding out how parents would like to be involved
with their children's education.'

up programs that will increes'e parent participation in Austin schools.
Your answers in this questionnaire will help the School Diatrict to set

It should only take a few-minutes to answer the enclosed questionnaire.
Please mail it back as soon as possible. We are also enclosing a self-
addressed, stamped envelope to help with the return.

If you have any questions, please call Catherine Christner at 45S-1227.

Your answers are very important to us..

Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

4A7'/

Freda M. Holley, Ph.D.
Director, Office of Research.and

Evaluation

6100 GUADAL1JPE, AUSTIN; TEXAS 78752 512 / 458-1227



81.33 'Attachment F-1
(Page 3 of 6)

Enero. 15, 1982

Padres de familia:

Estamos interesados en saber domo los padres de familia quieren estar
involuctados en la educaciOn de sus niaos.

Sus respuestas a este Cuestionario le ayudargn al Distrito Escolar a astable-
,

der programas que puedan aumentar la participaciem de padres en las escuelas_
de Austin.

Le llevarg solamente unos minutos para contestar este cuestionario. Pot

favor mgndelo lo. antes posible. Incluimos un sobre Totulado con estampflia
para ayudarle a regresarlo.

Si usted tiene preguntas, por favor llama a C erine Christner al tel4foho

458-1227.

Para nosotros, sus respueStas son muy importafttes.

Muchas gracias por su tiempo.

Sinceramente,

Freda M.-Holley, Ph.D.
Director, Research and

FM:lg

Evaluation

F-8
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mother

ARE YOU THE or
father

TITLE I/MIGRANT'PARENT SURVEY Attachment F-1
(page 4 of 6)

1. HERE ARg sopE WAYS PARENTS MIGHT BE A PART OF THE TITLE I/MIGRANT PROGRAM. CHECK THE, two THINGS YOU
WOULD LIKE TO, DO THE MOST,

Help at my child's school

Go to parent-training workshops

Help other Title I/Migrant parents

Go to Parent Advisory COuncil (PAC) meetings

Other - please put down another way you want to be involved

2. HAvE YOU EVER ATTENDED A PARENT ADVISORY COUNCIL MEETING? YES NO

3. WHAT WOULD MAKE PARENT ADVISORY COUNCIL MEETINGS MORE ENJOYABLE FOR YOU? PLEASE CHECK WHICH ONES YOU'
WOULD LIKE.

If the meetings were shorter Anything else? Please name here

If babysitting were provided
.()

If a ride was provided

Ii there were more guest speakers

If I got to talk more with other parents

If the meetings were held during the day

If the meetings were held on the weekends

If we were taught more ways to help our children

If the meetings were more interesting

4. IR YOU HAD YOUR CHOICE OF WAYS TO HELP OUT AT YOUR CHILD'S SCHOOL, WHAT THINGS wouLp YOU LIKE TO DO?
PLEASE CHECK THE ONES YOU WOULD LIKE TO.DO.

Work with the children

Help.the teachers (prepare materials, decorate room, etc.)

Work with other parents

Help with school events (carnivals,' plays, trips, etc.)

Help in the school office (type, call people, copy materials, etc.>

Work in the library

Do whatever the school needs most

Anything else? Please name here

5. FoR -6-iE TOPICS LISTED BELOW; PLEASE CHECK THE

Helping my child read at hote

Helping my child with math at hote

Talking with children

Keeping m5; child healthy

Helping my child behave '

Rewarding my child

Understanding my child's tests

Fhree THINGS YCU WANT TRAINING IN THE MOST,

Making learning games I can play with my
child at home

Learning about possible jobs and careers
for my child

Learning about cultural or oamuunity history-.

Asking questions about how my child is doing
in school

Anything else? Please name here



81.33 CUESTIONARIO DEL TITILO I/MIGRATORIO

ES USTED

Madre

Padre

Attachment F-1
(Page 5 of 6)

1. AQUI HAY VARIAS MANERAS EN QUE LOS PADRES PUEDEN PARTICIPAR EN LOS PROGRAMAS DEL TITULO I/
MIGRATORIO, MARQUE LAS DOS COSAS QUE A USTED LE GUSTARIA HACER.

Aron* en la escuela de mi niEo(nian)

Ir a una sesiOn de entrenamiento para los padres

.11yudar a otros padres del Titulo r/Migratorio

Ir a las juntas del Consejo de padres de.familia

atm - escriba otras maneraS en que usted quisiera participar

2, HA PARTICIPAEO USTED EN UNA JUNTA DEL CONSEJO DE PADRES DE FAMILIA?

3, LQUE HARIA LAS JUNTAS DEL CONSEJO.DE PADRES DE FAMILIA MAS AGRADABLES
A USTED LE GUSTARIAN MAS.

Si las juntas fueran-mas cortas

. Si hubiera cuidado de niEos

Si hubiera transportatión

Si hubiera conferenciantes visitantes

Si platicara mas con otros padres

Si las juntas se llevaran acabo durante el dia.

Si las juntas se llevaran acabo durante el fin de semana

Si nos enseEaran mas maneras de ayudar a nuestros niEOS

Si las juntas fueran mas interesantes

4. SI USTED PUDIERA ESCOJER MANERAS DE AYUDAR EN LA ESCUELA DE SU NIRO, QUE COSAS LE GUSTARIA HACER?
POR FAVOR MARQUE LAS COSAS QUE LE GUSTARIA HACER.

Trabajar con los.niEos

Ayudar.a los maestros (a preparar materiales, decorar el cuarto, etcetera)

Trabajar con otros padres

Ayudar con los eventos le la escuela (carnavales, obras de teatro, viajes, etcetera)

Ayudar en la oficina de la escuela (escribir a mAquina, hacer ilamhdas por telefono)

Trabajar en la biblioteca

Ayudar en la escuela en cualquier manera necesaria

oira cosa? Por favor escrlbalk aqui

SI NO

PARA USTED? MARQUE LOS QUE

J. Alguna otra cosa? Por favor escribala
aqui

5, DE LA LISTA A CONTINUACIONI MARQUE LAS TRES AREAS

Ayudar a mi nino(nifia) a leer en la casa

Ayudar a mi niEo(nifia) con las matemeiticas en la casa,

Hablar con niEos y AlEas

EN LA QUE USTED MAS QUISIERA

Mantener la salud de mi nifio(nifia)

Ayudar a mi niEo(nifia) con su comportamiento

Reccupensar a mi nifio(nifia)

Comprender los excimenes de mi niEo(niEa)

F-10.
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ENTRENAMIENTO.

Aprender sobre posibles trabajos o
carreras para mi niEo(nifia)

Aprender sobre cultura o historia de
la comunidad

Hacer preguntas sbbre como mi niEo(nilla)
esta funcionando en la escuela

Hacer juegos de aprendizaje que pueda a
jugar con mi niEo(niEa) en la casa

LAlguna Otra cosa? Por favor escribala aqui



81.33 'Attachment F-I
(page 6 of 6)

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
Office of Research and Evaluation

Decembet 3, 1981

TO: Principals of Title I/Migrant Program Schools

FROM: Karen Carsrud,Ca6herine_Chris ner, JQH Burleson

SUBJECT: Parent Involvement Questionnaire

The Office of Research and Evaluation,will be sending a questionnaire
to a sample of Title I/Migrant parents in earl3i January, 1982. Enclosed
is a copy of.the questionnaire'arid cover letter to be sent to the parents.

The purpose of the 4destionnaire:is to determine how to encourage and
increase parental involvement in tEe Title I/Migrant Program and in the
schools. We are hopeful that the results of the questionnaire will be
of use to the District in planning for future parental involvement
activities.

Please feel free to direct any questions from parents to us, at 458-1227.

Thank you for your help.

.1

/'Approved:, ry//e-6-&_

Directko of Office of Re and Evaluation

Approved:
Assistant Superintendent of Elementary Education

KC:CC:JB:lfs

CC: Timy Baranoff
Hermelinda Rodriguez
Oscar Cantu

F-11
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Attachment F-2

FOLLOWUP LETTER TO.PARENTS

(Page 1 of 3)

35 3
F-12



81.33

Versio'n en espaRol al otro lado\

Attachment F-2 \
(Page 2 of 3)

4IfpAUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION

February 5, 1982

Dear Parents:

N
A short time ago we sent you a questionnaire'to find out how parents would

like to be involved with their children's education and with the Title I

and Migrant programs in AISD.

If you have not sent your questionnaire in yet, we would still like you to

do so. Enclosed is another copy of the questionnaire, along with a return
envelope for your convenience. Of course, if you have sent it in already,
you do not need to send another!

If you have any questibns, please call Catherine Christner at 4581227.

Your arlpers are very imporeant to us.

Thank you for your time:

Sincerely,

/7.0

Freda M. Holley, Ph.D.
Director, Research and Evaluation

FMH:lg
Enclosure

6100 GUADALUPE, AUSTIN, TEXAS 78752 512 / 458-1227
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81.33 Attachment F-2
(Page 3 of 3)

Febrero 5, 1982

Padres de familia:

Hace poco tiempo que les envigmos un cuestiona4o para enterarnos como
los. padres de familia.quieren ester involucraddt en la educaci$n de sus
niaos y con los programas del Titulo I y Migrante en el Distrito Escolar
cre Austin.

Si usted no ha mandado su cuestionario todavia, nos gustarfa qne lo
hiciera. Incluido 'este otra copia del Cuestionario junto con un sobre
rotulado con estampilla para que los regrese. Ndturamente, si usted
ya Lo regres6, no es necesario que usted envi:e otro.

Si acaso usted tiene preguntas, por favor llame a Catherine Christner
al telefono 453-1227.

Sus respuestas S42,n muy imporante pare nosotros.

Muchas gracias por su tiempo.

Sinceramente,

I

Freda M. HolleY, Ph.D.
Director, Research and, Evaluation

I.

FMH:lg

F-14
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Title I/Migrant Parent Survey

Attachment F-3

1. Questionnaires mailed:.

Delivered to homes:
Returned undelivered:

Total

Number

408
17

Percent

96.0
5.0

425 4.000 .

2. Questionnaires delivered:

Migrant parents: 81 19.9

T:,tle I parents: 303 74.3

Sohoolwide project parents: 24 5.9

Total 408 100.0

3. Questionnaires completed:

Migrant parents: 21 18.6

Title I parents: 86 76.1

Schoolwide project parents:

d .

Total

6 5.3

113 100.0

4. Respondent's Role:

'

Mother: 94 83.2

Father: 5 ' 4.4

Grandmother: 3 2.7

Unknown: 11 9.7

Total 113 100.0

5. Project by Language return rates:

English Spanish

Title I 78 , 8

72.9 7.5

Migrane- 15 6

14.0 5.6

Totals 93 14

86.9 13.1

F-15

Totals

86

80.4

21

19.6

107 (number)

100:0 (percent)

3 5 t)

II

I

II

'4 11



Question

How wo,uld you most
like help with the
Title,I/Migrant
program? .

Have you attended
a PAC meeting?

How can PAC meet-
ings be more
enjoyable?

How would you
choose to help
your child's
school?

In what area
would you most
want to be
trained?

Response Item

Help at school
Go to workshops
Help parents
Go to PAC meetings
Other

Yes
No

Shorter meetings
Babysitting
Transporation
Gues speakers
Talk with parents
Daytime meetings
Weekend meetings
Taught to help children
Meetings more interesting
Other

Work with children
Help teachers
Work with pareuts
Help with school events

Oelp in the office
Work in the library
Do whatever needed
Other

Helping child with reading
Helping child with math
Talking with children
Keeping child healthy
Helping child behave
Rewarding'chiid
Understanding tests
Making learning games
Learning about jobs, careers
Learning about culture, community
Inquiring about child
Other

.42

. F-16
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Attachment F-4

Number of Percentage
,Responses Response*

50 44.2
51 45.1
10 8.8
37 32.7 s

9 8.0

97 .85.8
16 14.2

8 7.1

21 18.6
15 13.3
15 13.3
20 17.7
11 9.7
35 31.0
59 52.2
14 12.4
7 6.2

.31 27.4
39 34.5
.11 9.7
48 42.5
20 17.7
17 15.0
43 38.1
4 3.5

66 58.4
43 38.1
19 16.8
24 ' 21.2
39 34.5
12 10.6
24 12.2
33 29.2
27 23.9

13. 11.5
40 35.4
3 2.7
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Instrument Description: Prinicpal Interview

Brief description of the instrument:

the interview form conSists of ten openended items administered orally. Each
item consists of fram one.to two sentences or questions that allow for an
unstructured response.

To whmm was the instrument administered?

A sample of eight Title I principals.

How many times was the instrument administered?

Once.

When was the instrument administered?

March and April, 1982.

Where was the instrument administered?

In the principal's office.

Who administered the instrument?

The Title / evaluator.

What training did the administrators'have?

None, other than previous interview experience.

Was the instrument administered under standardized cond Loris?

Although the number of interruptions was not the same for each interview, the
order of questions was standardized. All prompts were also standardized.

Were there oroblems utth the instrument or the administration that might
affect the validity of the data?

No.

Vno develooed che instrument?

The 'Title I evaluator, with input from various Title / and ORE staff members,

What reliability and validity data are available on the instrument?

None.

Are there norm data available for internretinz the results?

No.
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PRINCIPAL INTERVIEW

Purpose

There were no specific questions in the Evaluation Design that called for
a prinicpal interview. However, the evaluator received reports from other
Title I staff that some schools experienced delays in starting the program,
scheduling problems, etc. Furthermore, there was apparently a greater
emphasis during 1981-82 than in previous years on provi:ding Title I

, instruction in the regular classroom, rather than the reading lab. In
order to.explore problems and solutions encountered by schools,.an
interview with a sample of Title I principals seemed aesirable.

Pfocedure C)

A random sample of eight principals was drawn from all 28 Title I schools.
These eight principals were then sent a memo and copy of the interview form.
(see Attachment G-1.) The interview form contained ten questions generated
by the Title I Administrator and.Title I Evaluator. Tlie form was also

,reviewed by other District personnel before it was used.

. Each principal Was contacted to arrange a meeting at his or her school. The

interviews all/took place in the principal's office and took 30-50 minutes to
'complete. SoMe of the '.intdrview'questions were not applicable to all of the
schools and,,thus, did not receive answers from all of the principals.

All of the Xnterviews were conducted in March or early April -- four inter-
views took/place before the spring vacation, and four took place after the
spring vacation. An equal number of male and female principals were inter-
viewed. Six( of the eight schools were paired schools.

Results

The responses of the principals are summarized below. Because some of the
questions were related, responses are summarized by common theme, 'rather
than by questi6n number.

I. MOST SCHOOLS ARE DELIVERING TITT2 I SERVICES IN THE CLASSROOM
WHENEVER POSSIBLE.

Serving Title I students in the classroom presented some space, noise,
and scheduling problems. However, one school was serving Title I
students primarily in the reading lab because of a preyiOus unsuccessful
attempt to serve students in the classroom. 'At another school, the
principal reported the classroom and Title I teachers did not.like
serving students in the classroom, although it was being done. (The

noise was a problem because class sizes were large and classrooms were
small.)

G-3 -360
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Nevertifeless, most principals said that serving students in the class:%
room worked out, "Fine!" or "O.K." in spite of the problems. Class-
room and Title'I teachers were generally communicating well and
apprehension about the procedure had lessened since the beginning
of the year.

SOME SCHOOLS ARE NOT SERVING TITLE I STUDENTS ACCORDING TO THE
USUAL DEFINITION OF SUPPLEMENTARY SERVICE,

Title I regulations require that Title I 6vices supplement, rather
than supplant,.regular instruction of the Title I students. At least
three of the seven regular Title I schools sampled were seriding Title I
students to reading instruction with a Title I teacher during the
same time period that other student6 received reading instruction.
The size of the Title I reading groups was generally.reportea as being
smaller than the normal reading groups, so that Title I students
might receive more J,ndividual attention. However, in at least one
school, the Title I students were reported to be working with the
Title I teacher instead of the regular..classroom teacher. These
students did not receive any 'of their reading instruction from the
classroom teacher, except during other content areas.

III.: ALL THE PRINCIPALS THOUGHT THE TITLE I PROGRAM WAS BENEFICIAL-TO
THEIR LOW-ACHIEVING STUDENTS.

Many of the,pxincipals at regular Title I schools felt that a schoolwide
project Idethod of implementing the Title I program Would be more cost
efficient. However, in the absencg of a schoolwide project at their
school, the principals still felt that the Title I services were
important. The principal of the schoolwide project school was very
enthusiastic about the program at that school.

IV, MOST OF THE PRINCIPALS EMPHASIZED THE IMPORTANCE OF HAVING TITLE I
TEACHERS AND REGULAR TEACHERS SHARE PLANNING TIME.

Although one principal felt that there was little need for communication
between Title I and classroom teachers, all others had made efforts to
encourage this communication. Various activities included having
Title I teachers: attend grade-level meetings, share lesson plans,
use a form to track each child's progress, attend staff development
activities, and participate in' required formal planning meetings.
Although informal communication was mentioned, formal structure's for
communication had evolired at most of the schools.

V, THERE VERE mixEp FEELINGS ABOUT THE NEED FOR TITLE I INSTRUCTIONAL
COORDINATORS. c,)

Principals indicated a great deal of respect for theakills of their
particular Coordinator, and the regular Title I school prinCipals
appreciated the help the coordinators provided with lules and record-
keeping. However, four of the eight principalsalso suggested the
possibility that the regular coordinators serving their schools cduld
perform the tasks now done by the Title I coordinators, thus saving
the additional expense of a separate Title If5o9rdinator.

b
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VI. APPARENTLY, VERY FEW CHILDREN ARE CURRENTLY BEING SERVED BY MORE
THAN ONE COMPENSATORY OR PULL-OUT PROGRAM.

Among low-achieving students, principals reported that special education
children were generally being.served byl.special education teachers.
LEP students were assigned to a bilingual or ESL program if available.
Remaining Migrant students were served by the Migrant Program when it was
available. The Title I program thus attempted to serve the remaining
low-achieving students who were not served by other programs.*

VII. ORE PROVIDES USEFUL INFORMATION TO THE SCHOOLS ABOUT THEIR TITLE I
AND REGULAR PROGRAM, BUT IMPROVED ACCURACY ON ALL ROSTERS RECEIVED
IN THE FALL WOULD HAVE BEEN HELPFUL.

PrilFipals reported that many students enrolled at their school were
not on the rosters provided by Title I or Systemwide-Testing evaluation
staff. Preregistration of students for 1982-83 and faster processing
of enrollment changes should help in this area. .

VIII. ALL PRINCIPALS FELT VERY PREPARED FOR VISITS BY G.A.O. AND/OR
TITLE I MONITORS. 4

One principal said she was "Overprepared, but I'm glad we were! The.
Twin Towers staff were rougher than T.E.A., although we really
appreciated it.".

IX. MANY DIFFICULTIES ARISE FOR THE REGULAR'TITLE I,SCHOOL WHEN TITLE I
TEACHERS ARE ABSENT,

IICurrently, no funds are available to hitre substitute teachers whens.
Title I teacher is absent, even for fairly long-term absences. Several
principals volunteered that absent Title I teachers presented problems
for them and for their classroom teachers.

1

* The 1981-82 Oyerlap Study indicated that less than 1 percent of Title I
students were also served by Migrant, 9.7% were'also served by Special
Education, and 15.9% of Title I studehts were also receiving TBE or ESL
Instruction.

G-5
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Attachment G-1

INTERVIEW OF TITLE I PRINCIPALS

(Page 1 of 6)
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AUSTIN INDEPENDLENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
Office of ReseYrch and Evaluation

February 22, 1982

TO:

FROM: Karen Carsrud, Title I Evaluator'l

SUBJECT: Interview of Title I Principals

Attachment G-1

(Page 2 of 6)

In an effort to.find out what success stories and/or problems might have

Octurred with the Title I program this year, I would like to meet

individually with a sample of Title I principals and get your Tersonal

comments. (Your comments will be kept confidential and shared only in

a condensed form with thode of other principals.)

Hopefully, this interview will not take too much of.your time and by

compiling tbe information, others may be able to learn some useful

practices or pitfalls to'avoid. In this way, the interview should

eventually be cost effective in terms of effort saved!

I will be calling wihin a few days to see if you would be willing to

meet with me at your convenience to talk about the Title I prograM at

your school. I am enclosing a list of the questions that we would

probably cover during the interview. Thus, you would have some time .to

ihink about your.responses beforehand.

Your cooperation and willingness to share your experiences would be much

appreciated.

/
Approved: 4

Director o f Office o f R8s

Approved:

KC:lfs

arch and Evaluation

LIZ/
'Assistant Superinten ent of Elementary Education

G-7
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(Page 3 of 6)

PRINCIPAL INTERVIEW FORM

1. How would you describe the Title I program on your campus?

2. What prqblems did your school encounter with the Title Program
this'year? (For example, late-getting started, not enough teachers,
needed more space for teachers to Work with students, etc.)

3. Do you feel that the Title I Program is beneficial to your low-
achieving students? Do the benefits outweigh.the costs in terms
of paperwork, planning, etc.?



81.33 . Attachment G-1
(Page 4 of 6)

4.

4a: If your Title 1 teachers were working more in the regular class-

room this year,.how did it Workout? Were there any particular

problemsror success storieS?

4b. Do you have any suggestions about good ways to facilitate the

communication between the regular classroom teachers and the

Title I teachers?

5. How well-prepared did you feel for visits by G.A.O. monitors for

Migrant and the T.E.A. monitors for Title I?



81.33
Attachment G-1
(Page 5 of 6)

6. What strategies did you use to match students with a program, when

they.were eligible for multiple programs? (For example, Bilingual,

Migraht, Special Educatyh, or Title I?)

7. What type of staff development activities did you have with your

staff this year concerning the Title I Program? .

8. If you had a.Title I Program last year, what things did you do

differently this year? How did it work out? (If not Title I

last year: did.you do anything innovative or unusual this year

that worked out well? For example, unique scheduling, coordination,

or communication.)

36?
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(Page 6 of 6)

9. How can.the Instructional Coordinators for Title I.Reading best
help you with your Title I Program?

10. What information can ORE provide to help you,withlyour Title I'
Program?

..0
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METROPOLITAN READINESS TESTS
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Inst:ament Description: MetroPolitan Readiness Tests (MRT)

3rief description of :he instrument:

Eight tests that measure the skills needed in beginning reading and mathematics.
These teats can be grouped into the following skills areas: auditory, visual,
language, and quantitative. The battery composite contains a total of 97 items.
The quantitative subscale is the only one not included in ,the Pre-reading
Composite Score.

To wham vas the instrument 'administered?

All first-grade students.

-Row manv times vas the instrument administered?

Once, to all first-grade students.

Wham vs the instrument arimqvrtstsred?

September 8-11, 1981. Make-up tests were administered September 16-18.

Where was :he instrument administered?

Ih the classroom.

Who adminiztered :he instrument?

The classroom teacher.

qbat trainin did the administrators have?

Written instructions from ORE were provided to the counselor and principal.
Any teacher inservice training that occurred was the responsibility of the
counselor or principal on each campus.

Was tha instrument a4,t4nistered under standardized conditions?

Standardized instructions ere distributed. Individual variations in administra-
tion procedures may have occurred.

Wert there oroblams with the instrument or the administration :hat might
affect the validirv of :he data?

No known problems.

Who developed tha inscrtzment?

The 1933 version was developed by Dr. Gertrude H. Hildreth; the 1976 version was
written by Joanne R. Nurss and Mary'E. McGauvran.

What reliability and validity data are available on.,:he instrument?
,

Reliability and validity data are available in the .Teacher's Manual, Part II ,on
pp. 24-25. The reliability of the Form P subtesta, as summarized by Kunder-
Richardson Formula 20 coefficients and spiit-half correlations, range from
.72 to .95.

Are :here norm data available for interoreting the results?

The standardizing sample of 18,002 first graders was.chosen to represent a variety
of geographic regions, community sizes, and socio-economic levels, from 17 school
districts. The norming study', completed in fall, 1974, was fairly representative.

H-2



81.33

METROPOLITAN READINESS TESTS

Purpose

(
Results of the Metropolitan Re diness Tests (IRT) were used to answer
the following decision and ev luation questions rtemgthe Title I
Evaluation Design for 1980-81.

Decision question D-2: Should Title I schoolwide projects
be continued, expanded or revised? If so, how?

Evaluation Question D2-2: How did the achievement gains
made by low.-achieving students (30th percentile or below)
in the schoolwide projects compare with thegains made by
low-achieving students in regular Title I schools?

Evaluation Question D2-3: How did achievement gains made
by high-achieving students (above 30th percentile) in the
schoolwide projects compare with the gains made by high-
achieving students in regular Title I schools?

Decision Question D-3: Should the Rainbow Kit project be continued, .
modified, or discontinued?

Evaluation Question D3-1: Did the achievement gains
Rainbow Kit participants exceed those of nonparticipants
in the control group?

Decision Questilin D-4: Should the Title I Early.Childhood
Educatibn Program be continued,modified, or discontinued? If so,
how?

Evaluation Question D4-2: Do former prekindergarten
particapants score higher than other students in their
schools when they 'reach higher grade levels?

The information gathered was used in partial fulfillment of Information
Needs 1-2, 1-3, 1-4, and 1-7 for the 1981-1982 Needs Assessment.

ct

1-2: How similar.are the results when the schools are ranked for Title I
eligibility in the Various ways possible under the Title I
regulations?

1-3: How(many students in eachschool scored below selected percentile
points on the MRT and ITBS? ,

1-4: How many students would be eligible for Title i services for
various combinations of criteria for campus and student
eligibility?

1-7: Were the objectives of the Title I Program met?

H-3 3 "1"lL
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. Procedure

The Metropolitan, Readiness Testswere administered to ell AISD first-
graders-during the period of September 8-11, 1981. Make-up tests were
given the following week. Teachers scored the MRT and forwarded the
results to ORE. Details about the testing; scoring, and processing of
the data are contained In the Final Technical Report: Systemwide
Evaluation.

Results

The results for evaluation question p2-2, D2-3, and D3-1 and Information
Need 17 are contained in Appendix B of this report. Results for Information
Needs 1-2, 1-3, and I-4 are reported in the 1982-83 Chapter I Needs AssesSment
(publication #81.48.)

Evaluation Question D4-2: Do former prekindergarten.participants score
higher than other students in their school when entering kindergarten or
first grade?

Information about this question was provided by comparing MRT raw scores of
1981-8,2 first graders who had participated in Title I prekindergarten
classes with scores of their peers who did not receive any prekindergarten,
resided in traditional Title I attendance areas, and had attended the same
kindergarten schools that the prekindergarten students attended., These
students were used because they should p&mide a group similar in socio-

, economic status to the former pre-K students. The pre-reading composite
raw score was compared for the two groups using the ANOVA package of the
SPSS package. The results presented in Figure H-1 show the MRT means for
two groups. Figure H-2 shows the average percentile ranks of the two
groups at the beginning of kindergarten (Boehm Test of Basic Concepts) and
again at the beginning of first grade. Results in-licate that the advantage
for former.prekindergarten students that is present at the beginning of
kindergarten is no longer present by the beginning of first grade.

These results are consistent with those found for former pre-K first-graders
in 1980-81, Although caution must be used in tampering percentiles froM
the two tests (Boehm and MRT), Figure 11-2 probably does indicate accurately
the relative gap between the.two groups.

Group Mean

Former Pre-K 83 .47.88 .274 .601

Comparison Group 146 46.85

Figure h-10 COMPARISON OF 8EPTE4BER, 1981 MRT
SCORES OF FOlZMER TITLE I PRE-K
STUDENTS AND A COMPARISON GROUP.

H-4
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81.33 Data File Description: Prekindergarten Longitudinal File

Brief descriocion of the data file:

Boehm, MRT, and.ITBS percentile scores were addit to a ,file containing students who
were at one time in a District prekindergartetep ogram (1978-79, 1979-80, 1980-81).
Codes for Migrant and Title / service were added for each.year after the prekindergar
year.

Which students or other individuals are included on the file?

Any students who were in an AISD prekindergarten Class in the past 4 years.

How-often ia information on the file added. deleted. or undated?

Information was added durini creation, but new informatiron should now be adde
each year.

Who is raszonsible fOr chanzin or addin2 information to the file?

The Title I. and Title / Migrant Evaluators, and the Title / Programmer

,Hcw was the information contained on :he file zatherad?

The file was merged.with che various achievement teat files and pre-"

Are there oroblems with the information on the file that may a
validity of the data?

It was difficult to find student J.D numbers for some'students
was not always polsible to add their later achievement ,test sc

Whet data are available cancern n- :he attouracv and.relia'
information on-the file?

The reliability information concerning the achievement tes
in the various technical reports for each year a particul

tHere normative or historical data available for

d to

k program files.

fact the

n the file. Thus, it
ores.

o :hA

t information.can be found
ar test was given.

incarnretine :he
results?

Yes. This file itself is a historical record. Ther
. for all of the tests, as wellas districtwide data f

are national norms available
or A/SD students who took the tests.

en

3r4e! -,escriotion of the file lavou:: (also artached)

The file contains4student.information,(ID, name, birthday, ethnicity), and a code to
indicate which pre,-.K program a student attended: The year a student stended pre-K,
and his or het prekindergarten pre- and posttest scores (if available) are inCluded.
Finally, fall pAd spring test scores follow fr 1979-80, 1980-81, and 1981-82.
(The file els., contains Title I or Migrant stacUs for 1979-80, 1980-81, and 1981-82.)

1-24.1"7.
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PREKINDERGARTEN LONGITUDINAL FILE

Purpose

The prekindergarten longitudinal file was created to provide information
relevant to the foilowing'decision and evaluation questions:

Title"I Regular

Decision Question D4: Should the Title I Early Childhood Program be
continued, modified, or discontinued? If so, how should it-be modified?

Evaluation Question D4-2: Do former pre-k participants score
higher than other students in their schools when they reach
higher grade levels?

,Title I Migrant

Decision Question Dl: Should the Prekindergarten Instructional Component
be continued as it is, modified, or deleted?

Evaluation Question D1-4: What have been the long-term effects of
participation in the Migrant Pre-k Component on Migrant Program
students' achievement?

Procedure

The following is a list of prekindergarten programs that were included on
the file:

4 years of Title I (78-79, 79-80, 80-81, 81-82)
-4 years of Migrant (78-79, 79-80, 80-81, 81-82),
3 years of Happy Talk (78-79, 79-60, 80-81)
1 year of At-Home (80-81)
2 years of Title VII (20-81, 81-82)

The individual files were combined into one large file. The Student ID
number, name, program type, program year, pretest score and posttest
score were kept where available. -The file was then matched with the
Student Master File to add current school, birthday, and ethnicity.
Test scores were added for each year (if the student took the test
that year), as shown on the next page,

Comparison-group students were students who aL:tended Title I schools for
1981-82, who res.ide in traditional Title I areas, and who did nc..t partici-
pate.in any District prekindergarten program. Traditional Title I areas
are AISD attendance areas where students would have been assigned to a
Title I khool other than Matheois in 1979-80. -Most; but not all, of these
traditional Title I areas still feed into Title I schools. Areas with a
extremely high percentage of low income students are most likely to still be

1:3
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Title I areas for 1981-82. However, many students currently assigned
to Title I schools do not reside in these traditionally low-income
areas, but instead are assigned to the Title I school forodesegregation .

purposes. Students from these non-low-income areas were thus omitted

from the comparison group.

Year/Test

81-82

Boehm/Boehm Boehm/Boehm ITBS/ITBS

-".MRT/ITBS -MRT/ITBS

The Title I and Migrant service status w s then added for 79-80, 80-81
and 81-82. Attachment I-1 is a copy of I e file layout for the file.

Analyses

The analyses on the prekindergarten students used three sources of infor-
mation. For students who had previously participated in a District
prekindergarten program, the median percentiles for each year were
calculated from-ihe pre-k longitudinal file. The medians for the com-
parison group (i.e., 'students who had no pre-k but were from traditional
Title I areas) were calculated from the two-year ITBS file used in the
other portions of the Title I Evaluation. The Districtwide medians
came from Systemwide Testing reports or files. Medians were used (instead
of means) so that results could be easily compared with national and
local norms.

Results

Figure I-1 showS the results Of the analyses. In general,.the results
support findings of previous years that students who have participated in
a District prekindergarten program begin kindergarten'scoring above
comparable students who have not participated in a District pre-k program-,
Previous Title I technical reports, and Appendix H of this report, have
reported thatthis advantage for pre-k students was lost by the beginning
of first grade. In Figure I-1, it is apparent that the advantage has
not re-emPrgad by the end of grade 1 or grade 2. Gains of these students

should be followed in future years in Order to determine if their
,initial advantage aver their peers does become evident at a later date.
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MEDIAN PERCENTILES
District Pre-K

Pre-K Year Test Year Test Title I Migrant Nonel Whole District

111978-79

II

Fall, 1979

Fall, 1980

Spring, 1981

Spring, 1982

BTBC
-......._

MRT

ITBS

ITBS

(R.T.)

(R.T.)

50
(N=28)

3C

(N ;53)8

(N=45)

38.

(N=47)

2

30
(N=12)

36

3)(N481

(N=76)

40-

(N=76)

N/A

N/A

'47*
(N=735

38*
(N=916

50. e

*51 .

63

62

II

Fall, 1980

Fall, 1981

Spring, 1982

BTBC

MRT

ITBS (R.T.)

40

(N=79)

43
(N=76)

50
(N=72)

30

(N=92)

36
(N=75)

47
(N=73)

N/A

42*
(N=862

41*
(N=972)

N/A

55 *

62 e

1980-81 Fall, 1981

Spring, 1982

ITBS

ITBS

(L.)

(L.)

23*
(N=112)

26*
CN=126)

18*
(N=161)

26*
(N=178)

17*
(N=647)

26*
(N=817)

29 e

50

Comparison group of students from traditional Title I areas.

"N" was very small here - many Migrant students' had not enrolled by the time

fall testing was conducted.

Not available from available reports or files

From Title I achievement files, rather than pre-k longitudinal files.

From Systemwide Testing files or reports.

BTBC = Boehm-Tests of Basic Concepts

MFT = Metropolitan Readiness Tests

ITL = Iowa Tests of Basic Skills

(R,T.= Reading Total; L. Language Total)

lure I-1. MEDIAN PERCENTILES FOR STUDENTS IN MIGRANT, TITLE I, OR 0 DISTRICT

PRE-K PROGRAMS, WHEN THEY REACH HIGHER GRADE LEVELS.

I-5 3 7O
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Attachment I-1

File Layout for

Pre-K'Longitudinal File

(page 1 of 4)

3Th
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MLA OUNI-A8ELED

11,1SEL IC EV8PREKL

aulcxsizE 4050 Vei AR ACTER

Ft-:.CCRO SIZE 138 CliARACTE1

CESCRIP11CN

REMARKS

FILE LAYOUT
rApa. No 106a

Pre-K longitudinal file 81-82

Attachmeytt--1-1
(Page 2 of 4)

PAGE 1 OF 3

ay: Karen Gofprth

aArE ClEATED:
SM. SCRATMOATZ: AVER!

DENSITY 1600 ein!

SEQUENCE
id

N=1257; 714 with '82 scores

Ifraa!n -;COL jN; No I °ATI.

I 7 1 I

21 8 28

FORMAT' FIELO NAME REMARKS

7 I numberic student ID

IH,6 29 34

3 35 37

1 38

39

alphanumeric name

birthday

school

ethnicity

169 0 Lp's

Imaddyy

81-82

78-81 old codes 81-82 new codes

Program type

1=T1 3=HT 5=HT cntl

2=MG 4=T7 6=At Home

1 40

1 41

3 42 44

1 43

46

test tvre 1=T0BB*2=PPVT 3=ITPD

program .zear

program school

valid scores

test language

1=78-79,2=79-80,3=80-81,4=81-82

*year of program (post)

0=valid

1=Eng1ish 2=Span1sh

48 raw score

49

51

2 54

2 56

3 58

' 1 61

. 3 62

50 Zile

raw score

57

60

64

1 ra e

[school

65

66 67

68 69

Ivalid

iraw score

Ipercentile

Fall 1979

oehm K EV4BH103
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OILABELED UNLAB ELED

LABEL ID EV8PREICL

BLOCKS I ZE 4050

RECORD S I ZE 138

F I LE LAYOUT
Attachment I-1
(Page 3 of 4)

PAGE 2 OF

TAPE NO . 1060 By Karen Goforth

CHARACTERS

CHARACTERS

DESCR I P.T
Longitudirml File 81-82

REMARKS
N.A1257; 714 with 82 scores

3

DATE CREATED :
NEITERSUG SCRATCH DATE

DENS ITY 1600

SEQUENCE id

BP I

NO.OF COLUMNS

70 72

1 73

3 74 76

1 I 77

2 78. 79

80 81

3 I 82 I 84

DATA FORMAT F I ELD NAME

scale

1 I 85

3 I
86 38

1 1 89

IML.

REMARKS

canlihwe
grade

school

valid

raw score

ercentile

1-7 Iscore,scale

(grade

(school

pring 1980

oehm K EV4BHM09

(valid

all 1980

2 90 I 91 (raw score all 1980

2 92 I 93

94 96

(Zile

(-scale

oehm K EV4BHM05

T 1 EV4MRT03
..4411111410.4.

97 grad-

3 98 100 scho.1 ,

4
(Sp ing 1981.

1 1 .valid (B. ehxa K EV4BHM06

1 I
2

I
4 raw score I 1:S 1 EV4ITBS2

2 I
5 I 6 . Zile I '

3 7 I 9 scald I

1 10 I

grade

11 13. Is ,:n..
school rall 1981

1 14
I

valid ITBS K EV4ITBS4

3 I 15 17
J

ert
raw score ustified rT:l. EV44HT04

2 18 I 19 Zile -

3 I 20 I 22 (scale (Not for K).

1 23

3 24 26

27

3 28 I 30

2 32

(grade

(school

IKa0

(valid (Blank if valij Spring 1982

(raw score ITBS C (Language)

(ITBS (1): Reading Total

3 8
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CTLABELED DUNLABELED

I LABEL iD EV8PREICL TAPE NO.
1060

BLOCKS LIE 4050 CHARACTERS

RECORD S.I LE 138 CHARACTERS

FILE LAYOUT,

DESCRIPTION
Pre-q( Longitudinal File 81-82

REMARKS
n..1257; 714 with 82 scores

Attachment I-1
(Page 4 of 4)

PAGE 3 OF 3

By: ,Raren Goforth

DATE CREATED:
ER:

SUG . SCRATCH DATE :
NEIT

DENS ITY 1600 BP I

SEQUENCE id

NOIOFS COLUMNS
1, COLS , I PROM TO I

DATA FOPMAT

3 I 33 35. I

I 1, 36

1 7

38

. FIELD NAME

!scale

REMARKS

179-80 ro am

60-81 ro ram

61-82 ro ram

ITBS (2):

6.mot served; -otherWise

served by Title I

Mi rant or both.

I I

I

I I

1 1

1 i

I I I

I I I

I

1-9
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Title I Migrant/Title I Regular/Title VII

Appendix J

Pre-K Teacher Interview
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81.36
Instrument Ilescriotion: Prekindereaten Teacher Interview

1r4e4 descrificm of the thstrmmemt:

The interview4coneiste of 12 questions for all prekindergarten teachers, 3. questions

for. Title VII teachere 'only, and 2 questions for Title I/Migrant teachers. The

questions deal with instructional language, curriculum, diagnosing, planning, organi-

zation, teacher contact, parent contact, community representative contact, supervisor

contact, inservice, aides, and "At Home" activities.

To wham was the instrmmeme ad,-vilistarld?

Title I Migrant, Title I Regular, and Title VII prekindergarten'teachers.

mamv t±mes waz the imstrmment admimist..wed?

Once.

Mem was the imstmmment admimist**.ed?

April, 1982.

7here as the thstrmment admimisterSd?

In their classroom or other school location of their choice.

adzih'a-,..d the Ltst===emt?

A consultant.

7hat ttaiaimm did the la=i=i3=3:=7:3 have?

General interview training and interview training specific to this interview fornat

and situation.

Vas the ims:nr=emr. - er stamdardited ccmdicions?

Yes. .
.

.

Tere there trchlems utth :he thstrmmemt or -the admimistratiam thatmizht

affect :he validirv of :he :ata?

None were identified.

develcued the ihscrmtemr.?

ORE staff with inpdt from the program staff.

Zhat atd va?"4-1. data are available cm ".toms-r--^T.?

None.

A.re :hers her= la:a available for,ihterrretima :he tesults?

I
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Purpose

The Prekindergarten Teacher Interview was developed in midyear after an.

lexpressecLneed by'program staff to.have comparisons made among the Title

I, Migrant, and Title VII 'Pre-I; programs. Attachment J-1 isa letter

explaining tha purpose of these interviews. /There are no decision'or
evaluation queetions being addressed by this appendix since it was planned

and developed after the evaluation designs were complete. The main

purpose was to examine the similarities and differences among the three

programs.

Procedure

In December, 1981, various program staff were asked to.generate items

for the interview by mid-January. During February ORE staff members

'generated a pool of possible items. These were collected by,the Migrant

Program Evaluator and suarlitfed to relevant OAE staff members to review,

s&lect, change, etc. the items they felt applicable-(see Attachment J-2).

From this input, a draft interview format was developed. This draft inter-

view format was sent (see Attachment J-4) to the program staff for their

review and feedback. After receiving staff input, a final interview format

wes developed. See Attachment J-4, The interview was kept relatively short

to keep teacher lime.required to a minimum.

An outside consultant was hired to conduct the interviews to maintain

.impartiality. She had Worked with 3ur office previously

in testing efforts. As a former kindergarten teacher, it was felt she

would relate well to the pre-K teachers and their exlibriences.. She received'

general training in interviewing techniques and spelfic traiaing and

practice in following this interview format.

...

In late March all the pre-K teachers were sent a memo (Attachment J-5)

advising theth of the upco

1:14

na interview. Eaclosed was a copy of the inter-

view format in preparation or their interview. The Migrant Evaluation

Secretary called)the teachers and arranged the times, dates, and locations

for the interviews. The interviews were all completed by the en'd of April.

The interviewer consulted with the Migrant Program Evaluator from time to

time to apprise her of the progress of the interviews. She reported that

all teachers were friendly and very cooperative with the task.
,1 i

The data were hand-tallied by program in order that each individual teacher's

responses vJuld be'kept confidential.

Results

The results Will be presented in terms the intdrview questions by irogram.

The two split-funded teachers' responses are inCluded with .the Title I teacher's'

responses. There were six Title VII teachers, seven Migrant Program teachers,

and seven Title I teachers.

J-3
3 8 5
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0

1. Do you use English all the ti7 for your instruction? Yes%

.

If you use another language please indicate what percentages of each
languue you use for each of the following:

No

,

The teachers responses to Question #1 ar5,gresented in Figure J-1. Title VII
teachers all reported using Spanish, only two Title I teachers currently used'
Spanish,and five Migrant Program teachers,used Spanish. For, all three programs.
Eaglish was spoken to English-dotinant students the majority of time. Only.
for Spanish-dominant students did the Title.VII teachers on theaverage use Span-
ish the majority of the tite in formal instruction. In informal instc,uction, the

il

Title VII teachers.and M.i..grant Program teachers a, a group had similar language u ge

2. Question 2 deals with usage of curriculum.

Figure J-2 contains the Title VII teachers' responses to this iteta. All-
teachers used the BEdP curriculum materials as their main curriculum. These
teachers also used the AISD curriculum in some way. The majority also used
materials developed by Dr. Barufaldi,as well as other commercially developed
materials.

11

In Figure J-1, are summarized the Title I teachers' responses tothe curric-
ulum question. All teachdts reported using the AISD curriculum as their
main curriculum. All also used the Peabody Kit to some degree in their teaching"'
The large majority of teachers had also developed unitS of their own.
Barufaldi materials Were used by eight bf the nine teachers.. Only one teacher I .

used the BECP in. any way,and this was only to use some records and puzzles.

The Migrant Program teachers' resPonses are shown in Figure J-4. All thp
teachers used the AISD curriculut the majority of the time and as their main
curriculum source. The majority also used the BECP, Peabody.Kit, Barufaldi
materials, and self-developed units in a supplementary fashion in their
instruction.

3.a. How do you diagnose your students' instructional needs--do you use a
checklist of skills, competencies,,concepts, or wha't?

9; Where did y9u get the method-you use?

c. How often do you check your students' needs?

The responses of all three groups of teachers to this question are summarized
in Figure J-5. As can be noted from the figure, the majority of all teach-
ers used a checklist as their main diagnostic tool.

For the Title VII teachers this checklist was from the BECP, self-developed,
or a combination of the two. One Title VII teacher used a checklist from
the AISD curriculum developad by Dr. Baranoff. All the Title I and/Migrant
Program teachers used the Baranoff/AISD checklist, a self-delieloped checklist,
or a combinatien of the two.

I.

I.
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The teachers varied in the frequency with which they checked their students'

instructional needs. All Title VII teachers checked their students within

the range.of.daily to every two weeks, with two teachers checking at two

different:times. The Title I and Migrant Program teachers were more varied

in their responses. They usually had informal checks on a fairly frequent

basis and more formal checks at 2-4 times during the year. A number of

teachers (6) did repcirt they checked their students daily.

4. How do you plan for s-Wdents' individual instructional needs?'

The Title VII teachers' respOnses to this planning question are presented in

Figure J-6. Several teachers ment,ioned reviewing concepts, etc.'for students

who did not understand, as well as grouping students based on their needs.

In Figure J-7 are presented the Title I teaches' responses to this item.

Although a variety of responses were given, the majority mentioned grouping

as a way of meeting needs. Additionally many teachers determine through

checklists, questions, observation,.etc. who needs additional help (review)

and then determine whether they should receive it individually or in groups.

The responses of 'the Migrant Program teachers to this item are listed in

Figure J-8. These teachers mentioned a variety of planning activities. Most

mentioned using grouping or using one-to-one instruction to reinforce concepts.

Therefore teachers are.planning.for different abilities.

5. 'This question deals with how you organize the students for instruction.

a) What percentage of the time for instruction do you use large groups

(idcluding the whole class).?

b) What percentage of the time for instruction do you use small groups

(size )?

c) What percentage of the time for instruction do you use one-to-one?

d) What percentage of the time for instruction do you use a combination?

(please explain),

As can be noted from the first chart in Figure J-9, the Title I and Migrant

Program teachers reported, as a,group, cpending more time than did Title VII

teachers in large group instruction.

-Conversely, as shown in the next chartin Figure J-9, 'the Title VII teachers

used small group instruction a higher percentage of t'he time than did the

Title I and Migrant Program. teachers. The most popular group size .fOr Title

VII was 6-7 students, for Title I it was 4-5 students, and for Migrant Program

teachers it varied between 4 and 7 students.

The last chart in Figure J-9 shows the pitcentages of time each group.of

teachers reported using one-to-one instrfic,tion. All.used one-to-one.259% or

less Qf the time. All teachers eXcept one, used one-to-one instruction while

other children were at centers, in,free time; or'A.n small groups, therefore

these.teachers used some combination of the instructional modes.

J-5
38'?
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6. If you divide" your students'into instActional groups, what criteria do-

you use to group? Please check all that abply? ,

*

language dominance (based
on.standardized teits) '-

, 1

language dominance,(based
on teacher observation)

, . r

Figure J-10 contains the teachers% responses to this grouping question. °The "

IIthree most frequent responses were ability, language sdominance (as determined
by teacher observation), and personaaj.ty.

9

,

age

'ability

. personality

CL other (please
explain)

When the children work alone what ty0esflof thiipgs are they Cibing?

c
The three groups of teacheits gave a,wide variety-of responses as a group, an&
all together. Their responses are presented in_Figure J-11. Most frequently
children were said to be.working at a center of some sort. The most frequently
mentioned acti14ties were listening centers/language master, art activities,
manipulatives, blocks, books,,puzzle, and housekeeping.

8. Check the category of teachers with whom you partfcipated/contacted in
each of.the following areas:

Share ideas .

Provide training
Prepare instructional units
Share teaching duties

1 Plan classroom activities

In Figure J.-12 are presented the frequencies and purposes of the teacher

contacts each tkacher group had. .As can be noted from the frequencies, all 'grakups
had the most contact with other teachers in order to shark ideas. The majority'

had contact with pre-K teachers from their min funding source,as well as from
other funding aouices. Title I,and Migrant Program teachers had more .contact
with kindergarten teachers than did Title VII teacHers. The-other types of

contact were less frequent for all.groups.

9. How frequent is your contact with your community representative(s)?

More than once a week
Once a week.
Every two' weeks,
Once a month
Less than once a month

9

The frequency of reported contacts are prasented'in Tigure J-13. As a group,

A Title VII teachers reported more contact with their community.repre'sentative

than did the Migrant Program and Title I teachers.

10. This question deals with your communications with your students' parents.
Please use the percentage range.to answer the itfems.

a) What percentage of parents did you have contact with:

J-6

San,

I.
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In Figure J.-14 are shown the frequencies of teacher contact, with parents.

Generally as a group, Title VII teachers reported more frequent cdntact

with parents than did Title I or Migrant Program teachers.

It

I.

I.

10. .

- ,

b) What percentage of communications wid'h parents did you initiate?
,

What percentage of communications with parents did the parents :initiate?

The teachers' responses to this Auestion are presented in Fj.gure J-15. Across

all three groups teachers *generally iniliated more contacts than did parents.

10.
c) .What percentage of these contacts were by phone?

What percentage were conferences?
What percentage were parent-training sessions?

14hat percentage were PAC meetings?
What percentage were written communications?

Figure J-16 contains the teachers' responses to this item. The mOst frequent

types of contacts reported by all teachers were conferences and written

communidations. ,Less frequent were contacts through parent training sessions'

and PAC meetings, although Title VIIateachers (as a group) reported more of

these types of contacts than,did Migrant Program. and Title I teachers.

10. 0

d) What were the purposes of these contatts? Please list the purposed and

assign a percentage to each.
4P9

A wide variety of purposes were mentioned. See Fi re J-17. The most fre-

quent purposes mentioned were meetings/conferences, positive reinforcement,

discipline, information on units/class activities, fiel4 trips, tyl.Jgress

reports, and Rarent volunteers.

11. In which of the following areas listed below did your supervisor (instruc-

tional coordinator) work with you? Check as many as apply.

II

In Figure J-13 are the frevencies of 'teachers' psponses to this item. All

'teachers reported contact with their supervisor on curriculum materials and

in-service training. Most reported contact on instructional supervision,

I
tprograt information, and communication with other teachers. Five of the Title

VII teachers reported supervisor contact about)Iparent training and communica-

tions with parents. No Migrant Program teachers reported contact for these

II

purposes and only two Title I teachers reported supervisor contact for these"

purposes.4

12. What topics should be offered for inservice training for prgindergarten

teachers?

Quite a. wide variety of,topics were mentioned by the teachers. See Figure j-I9.

The most frequently mentioned topics were science, math, and art.
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Title. VII Teachers Only

1. How do you use your aide? What percentage of time does-the aide spend
in each type of activity that you named3 \

In Figure J-20 are .presented each of the six teachers' responses (separated v

, by a dashed line). Five teachers reported using the aide the large majority
IIof the time in a teaching role. A secondary role was seen to be preparin'

materials, going to lunch, etc.' One teacher reported'her aide spent 50%` 91 f
.

her time collecting and preparing instructional materials and only 25% of'the, II

time teaching and 25% of the time supervising students

. 2.

a) Did you parVicipate in developing the BECP "At Home" activities?
No

) Di,d you particillate in implementing the "At Home" activities? Yes

No

Yes

e) How often do the "At Home" activities occur?

d) Did you find evidende that parents/relatives engaged in the "At Home"
activities? Yes No If you answered yes, for how many of your
students was this true?

The responses to the "At Home" questions are presented in Figure J-21. All

teachers ,said they did not help develop the mate9Als, but all reported partic-
ipating in implementing the activiieS. -The frequency of use of the "At Home"
,activities varied from one to two weeks between activities. All-teachers reporte

that parents/relatives engaged in the "At Home activities. The teachers re-
sponded that 50% or more of their students participated in thes activities.

, ,-3. Did you Ond the inservice traininOponsored by Title VII beneficial?
Yes No If yes, why? If no, why not?,

Figure 3-22 presents teachers' responses to tfiis question.' All teachers 'fel-t

the inservices were beneficial to them. The most frequent reason given was II
that new/better ideas obtained.,

0

,

4
.

I
Title.I/Migrant Program Teachers Only

What have been the beaefit i! of not having an aide this school year?

In Figure J-23 are listed the Title I teachers' replies to this question. .

II

Several did not see any benefits ro not having an aide. Two mentioned smaller.

class size and two mentioned children were more independent/self-reliant.

The,M1grant Program tdachers' 'respones are in Tii,Are 3-24. Several teachers
mentioned knowing the children better and feeling closer to them. That the

.teacher no longer has to take time to coordinate with another person was
mentioned by two teachers.

r

J-8
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4

Title I/Migrant Program Teachers Only

2. What have been the drawbacks of not having an aide this school year?

Figure J-25 contains the Title I teachers' responses to this question. Most

saw more drawbacks than benefits by iiaving no aide% Several felt the teacher

could not supervise all the children,as well; the teachef is not covered i- .

an emergency; there is less time for individual work; there is no one to help /

with materials or clean-ug; field trips were hard; less materials were covered;

art suffered, etc.

The Migrant Program teachers' responses arg presented in Figure j-25.V As

with the Title I teachers, there were more drawbacks seen than benefits. Most

of the same reasons were given by Migrant Program teadhers as were given by

Title I teachers.

39i
J-9
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1: Do you use English all the,time for ,your. instruction?

:Yes

Title VII
0

Title r' Migrant Program
(now) . 2

No 6 2 (now) 5

If you use another language, please indicate
language you bse for each of the following:

what percentages of each

FORWI INSTRUCTION

English Svanish Other

INFORMAL INSTRUCTION

E'nglish Svanish 'Other
a) -English- Title VII X = 90% X = ZO% - X = 87% X = Z3% -

dominant Title I ° X =Z00% X = 0% 7 X = 99% X =. 1% -

students Migrant X = 93% X = 7% X = 77% X' = 23%

b) Spanish-
dominant

Title.VII
Title I

X = 36%
= 88%

X A 64%,

X = 12% -

X.= 53%
X = 7%

X= 47%
X = Z3%

students Migran` X = 64% X "= 36%. X = 54% X = 46%

Please .note 1) Title I and Migrant ProT,am percentages only-reflect those
teachers who do not use English all the time, 2) The percentages reflect
lanivage spokeA in the spring, several teachers used more Spanish early
in the school year. 3) Only one teacher had any other-dominant stuaents,
and she used 90%, English and. 10% Spahish for both formal and ih,formal
instruction. I.

Figure J-1. .SUMMARY OF TEACHER RESPONSES TO QUESTICN 1, PRE-K TEACHER

I.
J-10
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s,

2. Curriculym Usage - Title VII

:AISD Two of the six teachers reported the AISD curriculum was used gS a

main curriculum. One indicated the Migrant Pro&am teacher with

whom she frequently teamed used the AISD curriculum so her children

got it through her. The frequency.of use varied - 10%, 15%, 2-20%,

307., and 40%.. The one who reported using it 407 of the time indicated

all the units were completed. One teacher used the AISD Curriculum

in teaching math.

BECP All six teachers reported using the BECP as their main curriculum

soUrce. Three of them used it in teaching math. The percentages of

usage were 407.,.50%, .60%, 2-80%, and 95%. One teacher reported she

had completed all the units.

PEABODY.- Two teachers used the Peabody Kit, but'one of the two reported ol?ly
a

using the pictures to supplement the.other curricula. The one.who

used the Kit reported using it 5% of the time and using,it Eo teach

math.

'PORTAGE None of the teaChers used these materials.

BARUFALDI Five of the six indicated sOute use 0 these materials. One of the

five reported her childrenyere exposed to these materials since the

Migrant Program teacher with whom she team taught used them. The

/usage reported varied between 3% and 10%. One teacher used these mate-

rials to teach math while another used them to teach science.

SELF- One teacher reported Using self-developed materials 3% of the time.

DEVELOPED
.

MATERIALS
4

OTHER All; but one of the teachers reported using materials.other_than those

already listed. One used Milton Bradley mate4als 5% of the time and

to teach math. Another used a combinationdof Casteeda and teacher -

ruade materials 10% of the time and to teach math. One teaCher used

a wide variety of other materials (Milton Bradley., Let's Find Out,

Kid's Stuff, Our Big Back Yard, and Science Land) 257 of her time.

She used these commercial)materials in teaching math. One teacher

used the Milton Bradley materials In teaching math, but did not assi4p

a time use. Five-percent of the time one'teacher used a combination

of teachermade and commercial materials.

Figure J-2. SUMMARY OF TITLE VII TEACHERS' RESPONSES TO QUESTION 2, PRE-K°

TEACHER INTERVIEW.

3. 9 3
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2. Curriculum Usage - Title I

AISD

BECP

All of the teachers reported using the AISDcurriculum'as their
main curriculum. Usage varied between 40% and 95% of the time
(actual percentages reported were 40%, 50%, 2-60%, 70%, 75%, 8074?
.90%, and 95*. Two of the nine uged the curriculum to teach math.

None of :he teac ers listed the BECP as a curriculum source, except
one teacher who 4s,ed some of the recc.,rds and puzzles In relation to
other curriculum materials.

.

.PEABODY All the teachers reported using the Peabody Kit as a curriculum
saurce. All reported using it in a supplementary fashion, cxcept
one who reported it was a main curriculum source (but only sedP
25% of the time). Percentages of time used ranged between 2% and .

30% of the time (2%, 3%, 5%, 2-10%,..,257., and 3-30%). Three teachers II

used these materials in teaching math.

PORTAGE

SELF-
DEVELOPED
UNITS

BARUFALDI

OTHER

No one reported these materials were used.

-
Seven of the nine teachers had developed units of their own. The

.'percentages of usage reported varied -'1X, 5%, 2-10%, 2-20%,and
/I:Reperson useda unit developed for holidays. Tfiree of the

teachers used their awn'llnits to teaLh math.

Eight teachers used Barufaldi materials in their classrooms. Thd
reported usage varied between 1% -and 10%. Two reported using it
to te2,ch math while one used the materials in teaching about plants
and _he five senses.

Five teachers reporting using other materials. The usage varied
between 10% of the time and 30 minutes per week. The counselor

at one school used the Duso materials with the children 30 minutes
per week. One used Wesl'ey (to teach math) and Their Way 5% of the
time. Three percent of the time, one teacher used Work Jobs .

(including to teach mathl. Another used Castaffeda and' Something

. Special materials three percent of the time and she used these.to
teach math. Finally one teacher used Health'Science materials to
teach and she used them 10% of the time.

Figure J-3. SUMMARY OF TITLE I TEACHERS' RESPONSES TO QUESTION 2, PRE-K
TEACHER INTERVIEW.

3 (
31,1
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2. Curriculum Usage - Migrant Program

AISD

BECP

PEABODY

PORTAGE

SELF-
DEVELOPEDc

,AITS k

ARUFALDI

OTHER

0

Figure J-4. SUMMARY OF MIGRANT PROGRAM TEACHERS' ESPO15 Kt QUESTION 2,

PRE-K TEACHER INTERVIEW.

All of the Migrant Program teachers used the AISD curriculum as
their main curriculum with reported usage varying between 60% and'

100% of the time. Actual reported percentages wer607., 2-70%,

80%, 89%, 90%, and 1004. Five of the seven used the AISDcurric-'

ulum 'to'teach,math.

4/
Five of the seien teachers used the,.BECP in a suppledintary -fashion.

The percentage of time'used varied ,between 5% and 15%. One,teacher

used theiECTto teach dath:
,

:...,

! 0*\:,6

Four teaF.hers reported Using the Pe ocly Kit in their instructional

program. The usag*varieTbetFeeh-2% andc10%,of the time. One of

the four reported using only the 11,,e.tures to supplement the other

curriculum. No one used i-6'rrto teacIrimath.

;'

-3
No one reported using any of the Por!ge materials.

.. I 4
0

Five teachers reported using self-developed materials in a suPple-;

mentary fashion. The petcentages of use ranged bedween 2% and 20%.'

Two3ceachersNu,sed their materials to delch math.

Five of the seven used the Barufaldi mMerials. The perceutage of

time 'used ranged from 2% to 10% of thelkime. Two used these mate?.

rials \in math instruction.

One teacher reported using other materials. ne teacher stated
.approximately one percent of the timeahr q20d c:I.,merclusl kits

ahd magazines.

J-13 395
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3.a. HoW do you diagnose your,studentss instructional needs?.

Checkli'st Observation Questioning Testing Other

Tigla VII 5 2
-

1 . ..,

.

Title I 8 . . 1 .
o .

. -

1

Migrant

Program- 5 1

Skills. Box I

Cart >
Activities 1

. .

Ntmbers,reflect the frequencies of teacherst- responses.

P 4

3.b. Wheredid you get the method-you use?
It

Baranoft ATSD) B CP Self-Develo.ed Other

Title VII 1, 3

Title I 7 - 3 Workshops - 1

Migrant
.

Program
7 '

,

,.......-..-

-

e

3 Other teachers - 1

Numbdrs6tef1ect the frequencies of teachers' responses.

HOw often do you check ybur students'needs?

Daily Weekly Biweekly Monthly Other

Title VII 2 3
%

3 - ,-

Title I 4

1

1-Somet1mes
1

1-Somet1mes 2

Formally - 3/4 times imir
(2 responses)

Formally - eCTE.,, yearly

Migrant
Program

2 2

ç

1-Somatimes
2

1-Sometimes
(2 responses)
Formally - 3-5 times 1 year

(3 raspoases) .

pruelly - et the beginning
of tha year
Informally - 5 times a year ._

Numbers reflect the frequdncies of teachers' responses. e\.

Figure J-5. ''SUMMARY OF PRE-. TEACHERS' RESPONSES TO QUESTION 3, PRE-K
TEACHER INTERVIEW.

0o
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Title VII Teachers

4. Ow do you plan for students' indiviclual instructional needs?

Materils are used to help them.
SupervLsor is contacted for help.
Groups differ for different subjects or motor skills.

After testing (end of the unit) 2 teacher talks with the aideand then
reviews the child the following week on the concepts he missed.

Teacher plans based on how students score on end of unit tests.

,
Aide reviews concepts when students do not get concept.
If.someone does not grasp concept, teacher reviews with them that day.

Teacher plans around language dominance after testing them orally.

- A review is conducted for students whd did not understand.

. Students ate grouped by language..c,
Students are grouped by needs for lessons.

. Teacher remediates problems, as the occur.

Teacher suliplemsnts curriculum with AISD:curriculum for studenAs who

need more stimillation.

Figure J-6.a SUMi4ARY OF 'TITLE-VII TEACHERS' RESPONSES TO QUESTION 4, PRE-K

TEACHER INTERVIEW.

,
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Title I Teachers

4. How do'you plan for students' individual instructionalneeds?

. Teacher assesses frcm unit and educational checklist.
The whole conttpt is taught to ttjle large group, then those who have 11
trouble are plated into a small group where they receiVe individual
attention.
Teacher observes in concept presentation to see who understands by
questions and answers.
Teacher plans small group instruction acco rding to needs (from
checklist).
Students getj.ndividual instruction based on needs.

. Self-made games are performed so teacher can see what children have
learned in unit.
Teacher checks performance on lessons and gives more help if needed.
Students are given one-to7one help if needed during nap time.
Teacher makes home visits to make parents aware of extra help needed

and to get siblings to help.
. Teacher loans manipulative toys to familielas needed,
Teacher asks Extend-A-Care to work on needs.

. All the il en receive the same instructions, then teacher sees who
needs additional help and she or other child helps student(s) on

. needs. This challenges peer tutor, too.

. Teacher plans for small groups.

. If children need extra help, she works with them individually.
Teacher refrs to ctiecklist to see what the children have not picked
up on yet,and then goes over it with them.
Concepts are presented in a large group. If children need more help
(screenr.children on checklist) .they are taught via small group or one-to-one.

. Lessons are presented to large groups, small groups, and individuals.

Figure J-7. SUMMARY OF TITLE I TEACHERS' RESPONSES TO QUESTION 4, PRE-K
TEACHER INTERVIEW.

J-16
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Migrant Program Teachers

4. How do you plan for 'stuelents' individual instructional needs?

Teacher follbws checklist.
Small groups are used in the afternoons. -

Different things are used for studenth who need it.
In large group, teacher gears questions to students wlio need it.

Teacter gears each lesson toward-the sll groups and then works with

indivi'duals within the group.
Students who are ahead are given extra activities'.
Teacher works one-to-one with students who are having problems.

. Teacher gives individuals who need help individual help whilte the other

students are having free time. ,

Students are grouped to facilitate individual instruction.
Activities are planned for different group's with different abilities.

While students are within groups, the teacher individualizes help.

The Title VII aide comes daily and helps with individuals or small

groups.
. Teacher uses special games.
. Instruction is used for reinforcement.

Figure J-8. SUMMARY OF MIGRANT PROGRAM TEACHERS' RESPONSES T)/OUESTION 4,

PRE-K TEACHER INTERVIEW.

1
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5a. What percentage of the time for instruction do you use large groups
(including the whole class)?

1 1002 191-032 119-i02 31-702 49-400 59-302 49-402 31-302 29-202 19-102

TItla 911 i , L 1 2

Title 1 I I 2 1 4 7 l

9:11renc 1

Program
1

1 : 1

Numbers reflect the frequencies of teachers' responses.

5b. What percentage'of the time for Ostruction do you use small groups
(size )?

-Imo._ i 99-902 39-102
...

/9-102 1 59-902 59-302 749-402 i 19-302 29-20X 19-102

'Uri. 9t/ 2 1
1 3 l 1 [ .

Title I
I

/ 2 1 1 1 3 1

Sierra
Croy.*

.

I 1 1 1

1

I '

1

Numbers reflect frequencies 3f teachers' responses.

1

(Troup llre (thr49er 0( enildren)

9-0 4-7 4-5 1-3

Tttle 711 1,
4

1

Tills 1 2 1

Merlmt
Program 1 3 3

Note: Many teachers have children
grouped in small groups' while
they are working with individ-
uals.

Numbers reflect frequencies of teachers' 14sponses.

5c. What percentage of the time for instruction do you use one-to-one?

1002 34-eftt 39-402 19-702 1 64-402 1 59-902 44-402 I 39-30: 29-zoo I 0-1.0: 3-ill ; Other

Tale VT't 1 2 1 1 e if
tireliel
1 - Mdrers
tarn .2091-
eltlull ln
looll trout,

e

Tlele I 2 4 2 1 - during
free Cleo

etigranc
Crave', ( 1 1

Numbers reflect frequencies of teachers' responses.

Figure J-9. SUMMARY OF PRE -K TEACHERS' RESPONSES TO QUESTION 5, PRE -K
TEACHER INTERVIEW.
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6. If you divide your students'into instructional groups, what criteria do yOu use to group?

Age Ability Personality

Language
Dominance
(tests)

Language
Dominance
(observance)

.

,

Other
1 - random 11"

Title VII 0 4 2t 2 4 1 - attention span Rroblems

. .

_.
.

1 - similar needs on concept

Title L. 1 7 5 C 3 development .

1 - mix high and-low abilities

MLgrant
Program 3 1

1 - heterogeneous - groups vary
by day 1

. 1 - groups formed based on answers
to questions re: essons; etc.

/-
Numbers reflec( number af teachers using each criteria (many teachera use more thaA

one type af grouping).

Figure. J-10. SUMMARY OF PRE-K TEACHERS' RESPONSES TO QUESTION 6, PRE,K. TEACHER INTERVIEW.
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7. When the children work alone, what type of things *are they doing:

*
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1

W
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U
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m
W
1-1

4.1
U

-1-1
P-4

.
,

Title VII 2

t

5 2 3 2 3 210 2 1 2 1 3 3 1.

Title I

Migrint
Program

111111 4

4 5 6 5 3

6

1

. 1010
Numbers reflect t.he frequencies of teachers' responses.

A

11 or 2 teachers also mentioned each of the following: Music (Records-and Cassettes),

oRole Play/Dramatic Play, Colors, VieW Master, Previous Lesson.Activities/Reinforce-

ment, Practical Living, Workbench, Chalkboard, Matching, Beads, School TablL,

and Cans.'

Figure J-11. SUMMARY OF PRE-K TE CHERS' RESPONSES TO QUESTION 7, PRE-K TEACHEI INTERVIEW.
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0. Ch'eck the category of teachers with who'll you participated/contacted in each of the following:

TItle VII
Pre-K Teachers

TitIe,I
Pre-K Teacheru

Migrant.

Program
Pre-K Teachers

Kindergarten Others
Teachers

None

Title VII_ 6 4 6

a

3 2 (aides),

1 (principal)
1 (other slow,

teachers)
SHARE
IDEAs 'n, ate 1 a 9

Migrant
Program 5 7

1

2

6

1

1
.

7

0

1

1 (supervisor)

1 (facultf)

1 (parents)
2 (PACs)
1 (other. group)

0

4

,

Title VII' 3

PROVIDETitle 1 2

TRAIN-14Tit7Zat

ING Program

. ,

1 2 2 0

1 (faculty)
I (PAC)
1 (Individual
parent. train-

ing)

4

PEEPARETitle VII 2 0 0 0 1 (aide) 3

INSTRUC.
UNITS TitIo 1 0 5

Migrent
Program 3 . I 1 2

1 (AISD
EC)

Title VII o ,.0 1 5 (aides) 1

SHARE
TEACH- Title I 6 1 0 2 0

ING Migrant
DUTIES Program

'

1
.

0 0 1

1 (Title VTI
, aide)

1 (counselor)

PLAN Title VII 3 0 1 1 4 (aldes) 0

CLASS-
ROOM Title I 1 4 1

.

2 0 4

ACMMigrant
ITIL: 1st). ram 3 1 0 0

Nuffibers reflect the frequenCies of teachers' Tesponses.

Figure J-.12. SUMMARY OF PRE-K TEACHERS' RESPONSES TO QUESTION 0, PRE-K TEACHER
INTERVIEW.
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9, How frequent is your contact with your community representative(s)?
a.

Mur,e than.

oncea
week

.Once a

week
Every two
weeks

Once a
month

Less than.

once a
week Comments

Title VII 3
.a

0 2 1 0

1 -

1 -

She is wonderful.
If I need anything she

g

responds.

Title I 0 2 2 1 4

1 - These children have not
had ueeds that caused more
contact.

Migrant
Pro ram

0 4 2

Numbers-reflect the fr:equencies of teachers' responses,

Fl-gure J-13. SUMMARY OF PRE-K TEACHERS' RESPONSES TO QUESTION 9, PRE-K TEACHER INTERVIEW.
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100 This question deals with your communications with your students parents. Please use the

percentage range to answer the items.

a) Wbat percentage of
parents did you have
contact with: 0-25% 26-50%' . 51-75% 76-100%

More than once a
week

Title VII
Title I 6 3 0 0

Migrant Prokram
Title VII :

6

4

1

1

0

1

0

0

Once a week Title I 7 2 0 0

Mi.rapt Pro:ram 5 1 0 1

Every two weeks

Title VII 6 0 0 0
,

Title I 5 1 1 2

Migrant Program
Title VII

2

6

2

. 0

1

0

1

0

Once a month Title I 4 0 3 2

Migrant Program 3 3 0 1

Less than once
a month

Title VII 6 .0 0 0

Title I 7 1 0

Mi.rant Pro.ram 6 0. 1 0

Not at all
Title VII 6 0 . 0 0

Title I 9 0 Q. . 0

Migrant Program 7

Numbers reflect frequencies of teachers' responses.

Figure J.-14. SUMMARY OF PRE-K TEACHERS' RESPONSES TO'QUESTION 10a, PRE,K TEACHER

INTERVIEW. r,
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10. This question dedls with your communications with your students' parents. Please use the

percentage range to answer the items.

0-25% 26-50% 51-75% 76-100%

What percentage of
communications with
parents did you
initiate?

Title VII 0 1 3 2

Tii-de I 1 0 3 5

Migrant Program '1 2 3 1

What percentage of
communications with .

parents did the
parents initiate? \

Title VII 2 4 0 0

Title I 8 0 1 0

.

Mic,rant Pro am 2 .

A 0 1

Numbers refleot frequencies cf teachers' reslionses.

Figure J-15. SUMMARY OF PRE-K TEACHERS' RESPONSES TO QUESTION 10b, PRE-K TEACHER INTERVIEW.
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10. rhis question deals with your communications wiak your students' parents. Please use the

percentage range.

0-25% 26-50% 51-75% 76-100%

What percentage of
these comtacts
were by phone?

.Title VII .

Titlf

Migirant Pro am

What percentage
were conferences?

I

Title VII

Title

->

V

3

Migrant Program

What percentage
werv parent
training .sessiuns?

.Title VII 3 1 1

,

Title 1

Migrant Pro:ram

Title VII

6
,

0 1

What percentage
were PAC
meetings? Title I .9 0

Migrant Program 6 1 0 0

What percentage
were written
communications?

Title VII

Title 1 2 3 2

Migrant Pro ram

Numbers reflect frequencies of teaChers' responses.

Figure J-16. SUMMARY OF PRE-K TEACHERS' RESPONSES. TO QUESTION 10c, PRE-K TEACHER INTERVIEW.
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10.d. What were the purposes of these (parent) contacts? Please list the purpose and assign a

percentage to each.
NO111.1MIW

A

0
0
1-1

R.
r-1
U

zil

ft)
44
41

4t1

u)
4-1
1-1

0
a.
M
ca

ft)
8-1

b1)

rti°4

11
4--1

I-1

H
,0
H
iL u4

4-1

0
-----. W
4-1 0
0 W
4.1 >0 0
4.1 140 a.P 00 H

(4-1 -----
11 14
a-i o
r(4U 0

0
a) .O

Il c(LIU

4-1
4-1 ,-0

::. iu) (2°

-*".
m
u)
W
0
al
4-1
(irl

----
(3)

U
11
a)

.2
..4-
.0
4-1
H

(f)
I
(3)
al
1-1
0
r9
0

1
0
al

r,ill

-

u)
4-1

n-1 e's,
0 (f)DW

a-I
0 4-1
0 r-1

>
03 Til

4-1 0
4-1 ni

u)
1-4 U10 0
V I, Li

W
0
0
W
3-1

0
4-1
0
6'
--,
u)

r-1
4-1

il

H
*1-1

c.)

, '14

WZ
0
4-1

"

41)
0
Q

4
U

5'
.4 cc)

00
0
r1>
H
US

0
WH

..0

2
P-4

CA

3
(3)Z

-----0
1:1

alZ
r-1
0
0
V)
V)

(1)
C1.1

.1-1

4-1
r1
>rl
4-1

W0m4-1OW4-1UW
0
M
L
..0

0
0

n-1
4-1
g
r
0

4-1

11

1-I
00

2
P-4

ff)
0
ni
H0
4-1
r-1
0

.

0
0

11-4

u)

0in
2

p-i

4-1
u)

0
Cll

.zu
0

4-1

13 '4a

..

W
(J)
0
0.
I-1

0
fa-4

0
f.0

,

Title VII
.

3 2 2 2 t3 ,2 1 3 4 0 0 0 1 1 1 2 0 0 0 0 3

Title I 6 2 6 3 4 2 5 4 5 1. 2 0 0 1 0 2 1O 01 2
.
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-----
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-1

1 0 0 0 0, 0 3

Numbers reflect frequencies of teachers'responSes. Please note the majority of

teAchers did not assign a percentage tO each. All teachers mentioned several

purposes.

Figure J-17. SUMMARY OF PRE-K TEACHERS' RESPONSES TO QUESTION 10d, PRE-K TEACHER INTERVIEW.
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11. In which of the following areas.listed below di.d your supervisor (instructional coordinator)

work with you? Check as many as apply.
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2 Supervisor i, excellent

,
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Title I 6
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1

8 2

[

1 I I

2 1 9 1 ,5 1

1 1 1

2

1 - Purchase of camera-She's.very helpful

I - SUpervisor Is helpful with everything.
1

Migrant
Program 1

I

1 7

1

1
5

I

1

7 1

1

1

1 1

0

1 - She's brought visitors to obServe:
1 -.. She's been very helpful, easy to

communicate with hers.
.

Numbers reflect frequencies of teachers' responses.

Figure J-i6. SUMMARy OF PRE-K TEACHERS RESPONSES TO QUESTION 11, PRE-K TEACHER INTERVIEW.
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12. What topics should be offered for inservice training for prekindergarten teachers?
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Figure J-19. SUMMARY OF PRE-K TEACHERS' RESPONSES TO QUESTION 12 PRE-4( TgACHER INTERVIEW.
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Title VII Teachers Only

How do you use.your aide? What percentaue of th!le does the aide spend in each type of activity?

Type,of Activity
Percentage of Time

prepares and collects instructional materials 50%

teachea
25%

supervises :of atudents
25%

aide also helps tranalate notes Le parents not given

7

assists in all te'aching of leasons and goes to lunch not given

serves au a Leaching assistant-reinforces
wakes bulletin boards and materials

95%
5%

serves completely as a Leaching assistant-same as

other pre-K teacher -- she's cope
not given

teaches same amount of .time as teacher. Both

clean up and prepare together
not given'

(Wes vocabulary lesaona
10%

does visual training
10%

dues motor training
10%

conducta arc lessons
10%

teaches creative moves
MI

reads stories
5%

works on centers
5%

teaches AISD curriculum
10X 0

Jorks with lunch, snacks
5%

suppslementa curriculum
5Z..

prepares matt:1'11,1s
10% .

prepares.bulletin boards
10%

Figure 3-20. SUMMARY OF TITLE VII TEACHERS' RESPONSES TO QUESTION 1 (FOR TITLE VII

TEACHERS'ONLY), PRE-K TEACHER INTERVIEW.
a
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Questions for Title VII Teachers Only

2: a) Did you participate in developing the BECP "At 'Home" activitfes?

/4

All teachers responded they had not.

Did you participate in implementing the "At Home' activities?

All teachers resPonded yes.

c) How often do the "At Home" activities.occur?

FREQUENCY NUIVEER OF TEACHERS REPORTING

weekly 2

after each unit 2

every 2 weeks 1

started very good (?)-1 1

d) Did you find evidence that parents/relatives engaged in the "At Home"

activities?

All teadhers responded yes.

If you answered yes, for holmany of your students was this true?.

FEgure

"MEER OF STUDENTS

18 out of 18
14 out of Z8
9 out of 18
12 out of L8
most out of 18.
16 out of 18

J-21. SUMMARY OF TITLE VII TEACHERS' RESPONSES TO QUESTION 2 (FOR

TITLE VII TEACHERS QNLY), PRE-K TEACHER INTERVIEW.

4 I
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Questions for Title VII Teachers Only

3. Did you find the inservice training sponsored by Title VII beneficial?
%

All teachers responded yes.

If yes, why?

The fbrmal inservice was aZZ good.
Frequent meetings allow fbr problem solving.anci the giving of beneficial

news.
The inservice brings new ideas and new ways of teaching concepts.

New ideas could help us.
Mbst of the time could determine what benefited us.

It gave different ideas and methods-- Zearn from others.

Ymeget new ideas.
Can visit classrooms of others.

Teacher Learned a Lot.
Teacher is motivated to try new ideas.

Teacher Zearns easier ways to do things.

Figure 3-22. HI= OF TITLE VII TEACHERS- RESPONSES TO QUESTION 3 (FOR

TITLE VII TEACHERS ONLY), PRE-K. TEACHER INTERVIEW.
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Questions for Title I/Migrant Teachers

Title I Teachers

,1. What have been the benefits of not having an aide' this school year?

Blank.,
There's more teacher/student interaction.
Students are more,self-reliant since teacher is the only adult.

None.
Did have two parent volunteecs for parties, field trips, and food
preparation.
A,big none -'-no benefits.
Nothing.

. Fewer children.
I plan by myself without having to go over it with aide.
I wasn't 1-%re last year, but would like aa aide.

. I have a smaller class size without an aide.

. I have maintained higher expectations for the children.
There is more parent involvement.
Children are more independent.

. Children do more creative art projects.

. Children hear only consistent standard English spoken.

Figure J-23. SUMMARY OF TITLE I TEACHERS' RESPONSES TO QUESTION 1 (TITLE I/

MIGRANT TEACHERS ONLY), PRE-K TEACHER INTERVIEW.
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e Questiona for Title I/Migrant Teachers

1113,E411L2±11EED°12.1:12tE"

J. What have been the benefits of not having an aide this school year?

None.
I feel I have more .class control since I am the only authority .figure.

It's easier tO plan (takesless time) since I do not have to coordinate

with anyone else. 1:)

I know more what is going on instructionally and what childrens'

responsibilities are.
I have team-taught with the Title. VII teacher and her aide anc-lit has

worked'well.
. The children responded better to me since I was the only adult- (chil-!

ren used to manipulate two adults).,

. I hive to be extra-organized ancLhave activities done far in advance

of the dnIts.
. Children were given more responsibilities.

. Teacher and children feel closer to each other (2).

. I got more 1-to-1 attention with Elle children.

. There was the smaller class size.
Children showed more independent behavior.

Figure J-24. SUMMARY OF MIGRANT PROGRAM TEACHERS' RESPONSES TO QUESTION 1

(TITLE I/MIGRANT TEACHERS ONLY), PRE-K TEACHER INTERVIEW.
.0*
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Questions for Title I/Migrant Teachers

Title I Teachers

2. What have been the drawbacks of not having anlide this school year?

While the teacher works with one small group, the rest of the children
wAre not receiving instruction from the aide and were Unsupervised.
Units were not covered as extensively - there was less art and stories.
Art and other projects took longer to complete.
There is not enough supervision on study trips.when parents qannot come.
Some units.took longer to Cover.
There was less time for one-to-one.

. Cannot leave children when iet emergency calls (2).
Art projects require constant supervision.
Teacher gets no break all day.
,More teacher time is spent cleaning up.
Trips have been difficult even when parents help.
There is large group instruction now instead of small group instruction.
There is no-reinfôrtement in group With no aide.
Teacher spends more time.in non-instructional tasks.

. Less children have been seen.

. Teacher can see big difference this year. - children are 3 or 4months
behind in develOpment.

. Art is not as refined because of lack of individual help.

. TeaCher has not made as many materials (2).

. Children lost out.
Field trips were not as enjoyablesbecause childPen were harder to control.
Classroom management is a problem - it is. harder to get kids doing things.
There has been a cultural lag since aide was Spanish speaker and could
help with words for Spanish-speaking children.

. There is no continuity in routine if the teacher is absent. A

. Less time is available to make materials to go with units.
Teacher misses bilingual help from aide (2).

- Teacher had to change the way she ran a small group which resulted in
covering less material in =it. Atfr children were trained to the new
way, this improved.
There was no dependable help on field trips.

. Teacher formerly presented more materials with aideTs reinforcement
4

to children.
. .Children need more help.
It is hard not having a person eo communitate with the Spanish-speak ing
children.
There is no help in preparing materials, bulletin boards, games, etc..

. It takes more time planning field trips.
Teacher is not ready in A.M.
It takes time from center time for maintenance.

. Teacher does involve Children more in preparation - out of desperation.
Class foregoes soMe activities because of no help i.e., cooking.

. There is not enough "affect" on study trips although parents do help.

. It is a pre:dem not having as much time to spend individually.

Figure J-25. SUMMARY. OF TITLE 'I'TEACHERS' RESPONSES TO.QUESTION.2 (TITLE I/
MIGRANT TEACHERS ONLY), PRE -K TEACHER INTERVIEW.
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Questions for Tiele I/Migrant Teachers

Migrant Program Teachers

2. What have been the.drawbacks of not having an aide this school year?

There are too many children in the-small'groups.
There is not ehough time for one-to-one.
Class has not covered as,many units..

. Teacher has cur back on art activities.

. There is not enough help with study trips.
It is a problem having, io take the whole class whenever teacher gets

a phone call or there is an emergency.

. In addition to working with the children, it is hard to do all thb

other thingI like - prepare bulletin boards, change learning enters,

clean,room, sweep carpet, laminate, prepare lessons, order films,

plan, do study trips, order materials, etc., etc.
Class is not covering as much materials oi as many prOjects as last

year.
. Teacher has less time for individual attention (2).

. Teacher cannot,supervise children as4Och.

. Teacher has no help in making instructional materials.

There is less help for study trips.
There is less help with behavior management.
Teacher is not able to work with small groups as well.

. The situation is more stresskul for the teacher - she is with the

children every minute and her constant attentian is required.

. Material preparation previously done by the aide really takes time.

Reinforcement activities are not aone as much as with,aide.,

Class has not done as many activities in the units because of lack

of help.
.
Teacher is exhausted by the end of the day.:4:'

41
. It is hard to do all the clerical work and,141etin boards, etc. alone.

. Teacher'has more discipline problems in large-groups.

. It is a problem not having another adult to talk with aiaut the child-

ren.

. There are fewer small graups - aide used to work with small groups

and reinforce them.
. There is less individual instruction.

. There is no support during unusual or emergency situations.,

. Class cannot do as many elaborate things in art or units.

Figure J-26. SUMMARY OF MIGRANT PROGRAM TEACHERS' RESPONSES TO QVESTION 2

(TITLE I/MIGRANT TEACHERS ONLY), PRE-K TEACHER INTERVIEW.
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TO: Lee Laws

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
'Office of Research and Evaluation

,

December 16, 1981

FROM: Cather Chr stner

u

THROUGH: Freda Holley

Attachment J-1

SUBJECT: Title I, Migrant, and Title VII Pre-K Comparisons

As a result of pir meeting with Timy, you, and your staff, we understdnd
your needs to ve our office do a comparative study.across the Title I,
Migrant,oand Ti'tle VII Pre-K Programs. The Title VII auditors' concerns
focus on a perceived lack of uniqueness of Title VII as compared to the
Title Dand Migrant Programs.(

Although ideally,extensive.full-day observations across the three programs
are desirable, the person-cost and-planning involved are prohibitive. Since

our designs were set in September and resources committed (and some already.

expended), we feel that a less costly measure is in line.

We would like to do a structured interview with all the pre-K teachers.
These interviews would focus on what the.teachers do. We hope to ascertain
from.these what similarities and differences exist in the programs and how
they operate.

In past evaluations, (except for Title I and Migrant) information across
programs has not been strictly comparable for various reasons (observations
done by different people, etc.). This year it seems most important that the
interviews be as comparable as possible. ,:lbereforel I plan to either conduct II

all the interviews myself or aird and supervise a consultant to do so. I

would make some adjustments in my evaluation to accomodate this activity.

I.
1

1

I.

Timy Baranoff has already submitted suggestions for interview items. I would II

appreciate you and'your staff also sending me any ideas you have for items by NL

mid January. Conducting these interviews in February or March wduld be ideal.

Does this plan meet'with your appraval? .Any interview format developed will
be submitted to you and your staff for review.

CC :1 g

.cc: Karen Carsrud
Jonathan Curtis
Martin Arocena

Timy Baranoff
Anita Uphaus
Anita. Coy

J-36

Ruth'MacAllister
.Carmen Gamboa
Eva Rivera

Oscar Cantu

1



81.33
Attachment J-2

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOdL DISNICT
Oiiice oi Rezeatch and Evatuation

Match 2, 1982

j
c.

,

TO: Gty on, Katen, Mattin

FROM: C

SUBJECT: Pte-K Intetuiew Item

Encto4ed ate two Aeto oi..po44ibtx. pte-K teaehet intetview item: Some

Ltm ovettap and Aome ate juJotztated in di6ietent way4. Both ate tough

dtalita. PZea4e At= the .itemb that you. lieeL need to be inctuded in the

intekview. Make any wonding change4 -d.e.o.i./ted and add any ,i.temio you ieet

ate not aZteady coveted.,

Ptea4e give me yout tieedback by Match 8, 1982 40 we can'liotmatize the ionmat

and get ptoject to-teview L. -

Thank4.

CC:tg
Eneto4utes-

APPROVED:



81.33 Attachment J-3

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
Office of Research and Evaluation

TO:

FROM: Catherine ristner

SUBJECT: Draft of Title I, Title VII, and Migrant Pre-K Teacher Interview

Persons Addressed.

March 12, 1982

Our staff has drafted a pre-K interview format that we hope will shed light
on the similarities.and differences among the programs. Please review the
attached' format and give me your feedback as soon as possible (not later
than March 24, 1982) so we can finalize the format and begin conducting the
interviews.

Thank you for your cooperation.

CC:lg
Enclosure

APPROVED:
Director, Research and Eva tion

Persona Addressed: Ilae Laws

car Cantu
Timy Baranoff
Anita Uphaus
Carmen Gamboa
Anita Coy.
Eva Rivera

Cc: Jonathan Curtis
Karen Carsrud
Martin Arocena

J-38
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81.33 '7) Attachment J-4

(Page 1 of 4)

Date

Teacher's same

PREKINDERGARTEN TEACHER INTERVIEW

Title I Title VIIProgram(s) Migrant

1. Do you use English all the time for your instruction?

If you use another language please indicate what percentages

you use for each of the following:
1 .

FORMAL-

Yes No

of eact language

INZORMAL

INSTRUCTION - INSTRUCTION

English Spanish Other English Spanish Other

a) English-dominant students X % % X X X

b) Spanishdominant students % Z Z

c)

____,..%

Other students X' , % X X . X
-T--

.

.
Check how you used each sotii.ce: Clieck anY What % of your

.0iher 'you used instruction came

The main Suppla- '(please to teach from each tunic-

curriculul mencerv define) math ulum source?

AISD

BECP

Peabody Kit

Portage

Self-Developed Units

Barufaldi

Other: 1. I. 1

3. a) Raw do you diagnose your students' instructional needs--do you use a checklist

of skills, competencies, concepts, or what?

b). Where did you git the method you use?

c) Row often do you check your students' needs?

4. Row do you plan for students' individual instructional needs/

5. This question deals with how you organize the students for instruction.

a) What percentage of the time for instruction do you use large groups (including

the whole class)?

4 2 7

J--39
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Attachment J-4
(continued, page 2 'AO

II
'b) What percentage of the time for instruction do you use sMall groups (size )?

-

c) What percentage of the timu for instruction do you use ons-to-one?

d) What percentage of the time for instruction do you.use a combination7(please
explain )

6. 14 you divide your students into instructional'groups, what criteria do you use
to grotto? Please check all that apply? I

-Age language dominance (based, other (please explain)
on standardized teete)

Ability
language dominance (based J II

personality on teacher observation) .

I7. When the children work alone what types of things are they doing? '

8. Check the category of teachers With whom you participated/contacted ia each oftthe
following areas:

Title VII title I Migrant I
Pri-K ?:e-K Pre-K Kindergarten Others
Teachers Teachers Teachers Teachers ' (Define). None

C.: I
Share ideas --- --- --- ---

Provide training ---

?rapara,instruz- ---
tional units

Share teaching
duties

Plan classroom
activities

9. How frequent is your contact with your community representative(s)?

More than Once a Every two Once a Less than
once a week week weeks month once a month

10. This question deals with your communications with your students' parents.
Please use the percentage range to answer the items.

0%-25% 26%-50% 51%-75% 76%-100%
a) What percentage of parents did you have'contact

111

with:
more than one
once a week?
once every two
once a month?
less than oice
not at all?

a week?

weeks?:

a month?

J-40

'
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10.
b) What 'percentage of communications with parents

-did you initiate?
What percentage of communications with parents
did the parents initiate?

c; Mut percentage of these contacts were by phone?

What percentage were conferences?
What percentage were parent training sessions?

What percentage were PAC meetings?
What percentage weie written communications?

d) What were the pUrposes of these contacts? Please list the purposes and assign

a percentage to each.

Attachment J-4 .

(continued, page 3 of 4)

0%-25% 262-50% 512-75% 762-100%

%

NIONIMME;11.181

=1INIXIII0

11. In which of ,the following areas listed below did your supervisor

coordinator) work with you? Check as many as apply.

instructional 'supervision
curricul materials

program iormation

classroo management
parent training"

12. What topics

(instructional

inservice training
.communications'With ocher.teachers

.

communications with parents.

'other (please define)

should be offered for insirvice traiogng for prekindergarten teachers?

Title VII Teachers Only

1. law do yon use your aide? What percentage of time aoes the aide spend ia each

type of activity that you named?

2. a) Did you participate in developing the BECP At Home " activities? Yes No

b). Did you participate in implementing the " At Home " activities? Yes No

c) How often do the " At Home "'activities occur? ,

d) Did you find evidence that parents/relatives engaged in-the ! At Homm."Activities?

US No /f you answered yes, fin how many of your students was this

true?

3. Did you find the inservice,tra
./f yes, why? If not, why not?

1

J-41

g sponsored by Title VI/ beneficial? Yes No

3
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Attachment J-4

(cOntinuect, page 4 o

Title 1/ Migrant Teachers
-

Note: In answe g.the following two questions, please consider if you made

any changes i o inizing students lor instruction, scheduling, number or amouni
of'unit(s) covered, study trips, etc. Also consider if any changes in student

behavior can be noted.

1. What have been the benefits of not having an aide this school year?

0

2. Whit have been the drawbacks of not having an aide this school yeai?

430
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TO:

FROM:

SUBJECT:

Attachment J-5
'AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
Office of Research and Evaluation

March 25, 1982

Title I, Title. VII, and Migrant Pre-rKitdergarten Teachers

Karentrsrud Martin Arocena, and"Catheric ristner

Pre-K Teacher fnterview

As part of the evaluation of
teachers will be interviewed
dUcting the interviews.q The
the three programs.

. cs,

the p4-kindergarten programs, all preK
this spring. Mrs. Fran Olson *will be con-
information gathered will be used to compare.

The data will be tallied collectively so your individual responses will'
be kept confidential. Mrs. Leonila Gonzalez from our office will be
calling you in the tear future to.arrange an interview time that will be
convenient foi you. The interview should take no more than 30 minutes.
The interview format to be used is attafhed.

Your cooperation is greatly,appreciated.

KC:MA:CC:lg
Enclosure

AiRROVED:

II

APPROVED:

7-7
rector, Research and Evaluation

-171116L(_.. I .11":6eti_zi,'

Assistant'Superintendent for Elementary Educatior

cc:" Lee Laws
Timy Barannff'
Oscar Cantu
Anita Uphaus
Anita Coy
Carmen Gamboa
Principals with prg2K teachers.
Eva Rivera

J-43
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